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INDIAN LOGIC IN THE EARLY 
SCHOOLS 
HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION 


ematntin id rat stare Nybyedhype cf Vaekpaoe 
“pramapide Diese sed the Prenbpsseraceye x Dine 
‘Udipaar And Demi eee we Pome nS 


[7,22 lancer troo that » history. inthe sense of 
dated annals, is impossible for Indian Phiteao- 
phy. Great progross has been made in the leat thirty 
or forty veors in the direction of evelving.w hironolo- 
ical order out af a chaotic texdition, ‘Tho rigins 
remain misty: ut the relative chronelogy of the et 
{ior writers is now becoming apparent. and trom 
400 4.0 an abvolate chronology may be ssid to have 
toon attained. ‘The progress in the laxt reepect may be 
iMustrated by reminding soepticn that —Fiteedwart 
Hall's stitl valuable Idee to the Bibliogreoby of the 
fer Uddyeiia’n, hot tate i now fed thom 0. 
em x ‘bow fixed about 
480 4.n., with Udayana, wbo gies hi 
64 4.0." Cowell cleared up this parti 
in 1664, in his edition of Udayans's Kusumati 
Petereou, in 1680 was still able to suggest thas the 
Fuddhe himeelf was the author of the Nysyabindw, 
sei a fou Gs we of bark sa ote 
of Uddyotakara, a¢ was shown by Pathak 
{a valuable papers conribtod tabs Bombay Branch 
of the Royal Asiatic Society from 1802,—papers 
‘which wade & great edvance in the determination of 
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‘the relative of phil al works. But 
Se oe eee 
cate of scholars working in diflerent continents and in 
Iunguages us diverse ws Chinese, Tibetad, and Bane 
Verit: and it is neceasary therefore to hasten slowly. 


sRocroN 1, MEMDLATHATION AND RRDJOTION ONO. SUTRA 


The eyotems and the ettrae 


Of the six Brahmanical eysvens of philosophy five 
‘malo tei at eppearance in iterators inthe form of 
‘atrat, that in, collections of brief texts or aphoriama 
each coo of which standa for more than it sayy, but 
‘which aro threads in « coherent whole of doctrine. Tt 
in cloor that thove collectians of what may be called 
chapter-headings cannot be frst things in the history 
Sf th echool to which each Blooge; bat tht ech hod 
‘bean the pomemsion of 9 achool, adiied to and altered 
fom timo to time a8 new opponents and new porate of 
resented thomeelves; and thet each had a hittory 
‘ver periods of varying length prior to the 
redaction or compilation in which we now bere 
‘Therefore, a Des been pointed ou', there are 
shyodlgial problems, wich mat bs pe de 
‘connection with the Ope ja as to the 
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4 Historical Introduction 


If then indications of the late redaction of = 
‘entra ate not inconsistent with the early aystematiaa- 
tion of the doctrine taught in the extra, it is alao trae 
‘hat carly mention of & name which subsequently de- 
ignated coo of the schools is nat necessarily evidence 
‘that the echoo! exinted at the date of the work in which 
the vame ig mentioned 





Relation of eitras to Buddhist schools 


Tuco as hie article on the Dates of the Philo- 
sophicel Sstres* confines himwif to the question of 
th pad whieh ha aro wordt na le 
‘on tho paseoges in_ certain sateos 
Sa aurlet commentator whi are ditecad gaat 
Buddhist docinnes. tcherbataky* bad ased the 
tame oriterion, but (relving on the interpretation 
by eae, ndormmeniatore a Vicuspati, Mitr, 
cumarila, and Sachkara) argued thst the polemic iv 
directed agnioat the idaaliet oF eijanaedde school of 
Buddhist philosophy, and thet, a this doctrine was, 
developed by Anaiiga and Vasubandhu, the vatrar in 
which this polemic 1» found coald not be earlier than 
the date of these Buddbist writers, Jacobi showed 
effectively that the passages in question do aot pol 
mise against the idealiatic doctrine of thooe thinkers, 
‘bat can be interpreted ss stacking the earlier nihilixe 
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od tion, ‘and. pla is 
ee ae Re « 
14-91) is said by Haaghton Woods" to attack 





itaelf doos not make reference to this or any other school. 
But if wo are to rely on commentators’ interpretations 
‘wo sbould havo to admit that the Nytyarteva und tho 
Vedantasttra are polemising agains} the +ijdaxcrtda : 
and Jecobi'a arguments sgainst thie view are cogent". 
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Relations between the different sate, 

Ht in sometimes held sbet the agiras (other than 

the Fogs and Sémkaya) must bave boo redacted at 

‘he same period, as they show traces of mutual influ. 

feta preceding’ eur i pepe macnt 
rb 

tp explsin this and there are inductions that thr 


inst Buddhiam, which 
it could hardly bave ignored if 14 hed been reduce’ to 
its prosont form after the rise of the Buddbirt philo 

schools’, Again the doctrine whioh it teeaheo 
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fnfinence. Tf seem certain that the Vattartka, both. 

aia aysicm and an a tire, is eatlice than the Mytga, 
Nylya and Missases 

Kaith points ont that the Nylyesstrs shows 

quaintance with Mtmayieaka terminology in the 





Origins of the Nyege ° 





that Gautama is femilier with the torminsiogy 
of the Vedinto-etirs', und ho finds in the Var 
‘eqika-sttro. references to the teachings, ond reminis- 
eences of the phraseology, of the Vedinta-eitre’, 


finite polemic against views found in the Vailestha- 
ais eee 
1 in 
ee ee eae 
jRananede : 
Sei wom pie Sis dines tae we 
‘that fhe. Veiderihacetira is earlier than the Ver 
dansasatre, ae 3) we earlier toes tho Nybys-sOtra + 
tile "the ‘two latter etree ay bare astamed heir 
resent fore at abot the same period 
Orignns of the Nydya 
‘When did the Nyaya doctrine begin to aiat io 
4 form recoaisably contiocous with dovtrina es 
wwe hove i 1m the Npaya-satra? Tn other words, whub 
{ita epatematisanon period, aa distinguished from 
redaction-datel Tn order to clear the groand for 
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this, it. inaiveoge ca forr sources of knowledge. 
corresponding to the Aret four members of ite demons 
trative formula, or ‘syllogiem’. The emphasis 
which it laid’ oo| the independent statos of testimony 
‘a8 0 means of proof made it in more ‘ orthods 
‘than the Vailerike, which iy 
ereeption and inference as. sores of 
‘and, though in practice the difference was srnall, 
tay have bear the deciie advantage mbich erated 
the younger 4dafra to supplant, as it did, the elder : 
‘of which it may rhage fic fairiy be called & revined 
version. The importance of the Nydya artes is 
in its doctrine of the praménas, or sources of 
td ints Rrnalaticg of the apdye of meted of 
demonstration, from which 1 tot ‘its mame. oe in 
fore correct to regard the Ayden a8, above 1 
‘leo, « schoo! of logic, 

‘The question then sno to this. ye 
fogio, a» taaght in the Nytyo-sétro, rt make i 
‘appearance! There ia reference in the Mahabha- 
rate which is quite defimite :— is 

jul gepadogacit'. 

ca A, aE a 
‘ered syllogism.”* It is not poserbie to doubt® thet we 
dave here a reference 10 the specific: Nyt 
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jax") a8 stereo he 
ieee a 
aephyans sii cera 
mathotologiete (noipéyita). ‘The Kethdoattha, in fect, 
to far from proving ths} loge existed in the think 
ootury mc. is an indication Yat it did. bot 
ext: for, if it hed existed, this cumbrovs method~ 
ology could barly evo remained ap es. further 

cates that logic was proveded by witempie to 
mohematio di . aetempta which were inevitable 
in viow of the habit of ‘Public. discussion 
which prevailed in early Indus, but which coold not 
evooned until the nerve of argument hed been reparsted 
from the izrelovances in wbich te early methodology 
obvouted it, and. ‘exposed i a formulation of 









which the Kathacaishy is representative : 
Of the terms which afterwards became vebicloa of 
(genuinely logical conceptions were already being used 
syrtematically’ io eoomection with w tmetbodology 
which was not yet logical, and which may not mn- 
Ser paions Bn te teeing of pe poet 
ner i ‘proper. 
But bythe me of Neghrjone (rheae Mathvamcea 
Kariks ip a really powerful piece of dialectic) thoueht 
‘and disctaslon bad beea completly Zogicised : and bn 
sea terms" which aro definitely technical. terme of 
logic proper. Hi date is ill somewbat indafinite, 
‘Ti places him about 113-218 a.v., oa « compmtation 
of dateg giver. by Kumirwjive ond his Chicow 
Ginoiples’, “Keith however, with Jacobi, wasigne 
him to «date about 200 a.n., om the groubd that 
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Soaptical Dialectic 











the ‘supplanted these exmbroua 
formr;. tot withont borne infoenced by. tum, 
‘There were historical, rather than logical, reasons for 
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‘The earliest extact commentary on the Nyaysnahtre 
ig the Bkarys of Vatavayana, who is sometizes called 
Poigitsebimin. Aa it ‘dose’ not reply to criticiame 
which wo know that Vascbsodhu 
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follows the explanation, aa not the * wnteno * ex- 
plained. Tt is the iti which means ‘ that is to say *: 





“Sentences ond Setrar at 


we assert of sequence ar simultancity in 
any ‘cane according aa experienoe shows this 
that. o the olber alternative to be trae "This | 

0 Viinyhyana saya, ion (samadhi) 
Bacay, for by Be shine EY SAD, 
But wt is not given ab once by fe satrahtra, who 
retorts, in stirs 19, that idha’s own ‘proof 
‘will bo exposed to juat this dilemras: in s6ére 13, that 
if all proofs aro invalid, the Bauddha’s proof ia in- 





inn 
valid; and in setra 14, that xf on the othor hand the 
Rauddha’s proot thst ail proofs sre invalid is itelt 
valid then it is not trap thst all proofs are invalid !— 
Then comen s6tro 15: TRAIKALTAPRATISRDMAS cA 
Saupip AToprAS@DDMTVAT TaTarDONIR—"'and there is 
1a denying the thros time-relstions, since this in establih- 
od; ea, the musical instrument is entublished from ite 
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ont» Dude youre ater. Go fr 
‘han aa Urn argument goor he cold have doce bis work 
of rodection and eamment a early ma 900 4.0." And 
‘this date wll allow for priority to Vaeubandbu and 
Dinotge, oven if we place thew teachers in the excess 
‘period whish Tas Ween anrigned to them, ‘namely, 
€.'50 and 400 a, respectively. 

ssornt © megpuererenseesers arp van mux 

‘There i « period of upwards of three centariea be- 


won Vitoyeyane and the west Yoiplpthe comet 
{or Usdpeakars. "The ineral oe enable 








tof logica) doctrine which appears fo hava 
been dag in pare to the rio of 
Tog and in pare io the elaboration, by Vateyoe oom 
mantatore, of tbe comparatively simple logical eo0- 
teptions embodied in the Vaueriho Saire, "The de. 
‘elopment was in the duection at « formal logi (ea we 
sthould all i}, and in characterised by the explicit 
formalation of’ Canon of Syliogien. in the form of 
the Troirapys oF * three characters’ of a valid middle 
term; and by a sylogiveic, and « clamifestion of 
Jusned ino Che hand of ebucle whieh recopmioed ony 
patted into the hands: ¢ ised only 
Uap lanead of the four Regal’ bythe Mote 
aye 
scliool, tere ceased to be aay real reaact for rca 
the fir and fourth members off the Aone 
‘or method of demonstration ° for, aa Visayayana 
Mathes, the value of the frat member ty land 
autheriiy te the demcrstration, and of the fourth to 
‘cntribate ome (aot very clear}ycotcsived) anal 
{cor tbe angunent” Seely which meted wt 
ty aad. atafogy ae sadependent mean 
‘would oeturally fa ap fanetion forthe * Propo * 
‘Sireemmnbed splagian: The ltr of is period 
membered splloginn. ia 
is noe altogether ‘consistent in this respect: it con- 
‘mond, for example, to Tecogaise authority, in admit 
ting False ‘Proponition axa indopendect class 
fallacy. And fe didnot altogether raject the fre: 
‘iembared sylogiem, bot conietied Stet arith drew- 
Ings Sgn bnenocn freee a dun by coe. 
freaked -apprebendion ad conveyed t0 
‘Sehore. The ister retalced the frenemberoe farm, 
Realy, i em, dering, forte “ths 
Tiember cf the NetySytég vyllogion as w stator 
‘nent of saneperable conmectian betwen abstract 
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sluructers or onivereals (ocintbhcea—the laiee vyptt), 
‘with the order of the ternu fixed sooording to a fore 





{eudKp) ‘ whatever ia M ix P, and whaierer io not Pit 
ot MI", it till retained the mention of examples 
(which aro in fact an exsential element in its formila- 


irate 


SEaCe tho trtrtpye or canen ol 
retained the old name if 
Sahorapo) fer abe Wind’ shaber of 
tbougd Gu had in fac: foo a 
pe 
rca be Vantaa oaen oe gud oe ee 
whe Ye name pent ae 
poy i the ‘between them ban been the 
nl 
seul in ad 
‘Vicaupati Mides and we 
tier ite he quae of tans ie 
Voidepiba a took the view thet Buddhist 
Faideika. Steherbataicy* on the other 
st Pradestaphds borrowed his logio 
inode reer duinguociot 
‘eorts to coboual hie obligations. Tt fo however cant 
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‘There is very close similarity between the logic of 
Pradastapida and that of Ditmign, Ditinsga’s date 
tren the cnowrainty atiacking fo thst of hw maser 
‘Vasubandhu. Ho rosy fall anywhero between 400 and 
500 4.0. Buali’s opinion is thst Ditoiga sod Pradas- 
tephds are alot contemporanavs', and chet Vite. 
ane precaied® both. That Driniga' in Inter 
‘Vateyhyuna is defritaly prored—if any prot were needed 
—by the fact that the former writer ridicules the appeal 
to the methodologzes! prociple (lantraywkti) of tacit 
oceptanoe (anwmate) ax ‘by Vateyfiyana in hie 
commentary on NS I. i. 4, Pratastapade i later 
than Vatyyane becomes lent ernic fom a com 

non of their logical dootemes", though no. 
fn the former work has yot been ‘found which qui 


defmitely refern to the Intier. 
Although Uddyotakara writes with constant refer 
io of Dihakgn, 1 is difficult to point to a 
ich he refers to the logic of Prafastapida, 
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It is easy to understand thes be would tend to avoid 
‘afr fs thi commen: fr marly al bw orient 
‘sgainet Disnign 

Pradastaphis und therefore he could not refer to the 
Intier, fp connection with lngical topies, withont attack 
ing the anstar-é2atre. Bal co ame occasion’, 

rule, where it wan pomible to show that 
‘wes right and the Buddhist logic wrong, be makes an 
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Stchorbataky’s View s 





‘That later commentators stinbuted high adliguiiy to 
Pradarapica in shown by the fet that” "Vieazpa 
fares (VP p. 603 1. Pralenapdaasge 
farecena B : 

wis known to Dharmaptin (699870 4.0.), and 
Parupirthe (400569 a.p.)'. And diere are. said 
tobe even earlier references to Pradastaptda in Buddhist 
writers, polably in Vasubaadina. 

Stcherbataky bas reoentiy' sdcitied that the 
views whick he pat forward fftecn Jean xgo-—niews 
‘which were strongly grounded in the evidence then avall- 
‘sble—mnust be revised 1m the light of fartber knowledge, 
‘He now males three paints: 

D ielintio tendenoee showed thomlves yin 
‘and agate in various contexte in the course of Buddhist 

iosophy: 
it Th aia ofthe Npsye which sum fo ear to 
the idealism of the oifldnaedda can be diflrontly inler- 


(2 we bare positive proof of the existence of & 
sguizmutc Nydye nad Votes long befor Vaeubur 
‘time. 
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Mietee to an Wealst opponssiy” and ha Sete 
he supposed reference us ths true saterpretation af the 
‘dive ; but be now beliowes the reference fo be to an older 
idesliam, and not to thet of Vasubendhu. ‘The 
VijAdaceade in as old an the Seegaedda, of perbepe 
sonsiderably older”. Ho therefore wow — sconpts, 
(bough cn different grounds) Juoobi's statemen!— 
fe age therelore almost certain ibal two stro’ ab 
leat, N. D. and Y. D., preceded the origin of the 
Pijkanavede, or rather ie dente extabliebment” 
the ‘definite ontablishment’ of the Vijadnantie 
understood to refer to the foundation of it on a logical 
‘basis by Vasubssdbo. 
Tn connection with bis third poimt—“‘thet the 
he oes sel ie sonsderhly olde han oe 
(pivletbologice!) | eijsmeedde", 
few that Voeubeodn Mowe dele with Peltegt 
‘tows oa tha exjetotc of thn son” and thst hn its 
the definition of , nop in’ the words of the 
Vaiterika sutra (IIL.ii-22), bot in the phraseology of 
‘Prafastaphde (PAR. p. 185 1. 18 aprdptoyob proptib 
that tole 
derive from an older 




















oe mut be hae cule tac test Te 
ig mo longer «question whether Predastaphde 
borrowed his logic from Dignige, or wice veres. The 
aemtoo now wade ia tbat Varco made ae of 
Pradastepada's ‘and that therefore Diiuign’s 
logic, iv derived Vawabstdhu from Pr 

tapida, This however assures that there was no 
developivers in the Voilerska school between the 
Sele d Pratt oe inpecable setup 


‘The date of Vooubendhn. Xf the date of ‘Vawn- 
bandh could bo determined it would provide an 
Invaluable fed point for tbe deerinaton of ther 
dates, Uotortumately it remains controversial 
Tskakoss,* baaing Wis argument on the iogrply 
of Vasabantho by Parairibs, cae to the conel 
se hae Sa ‘This wan peers 
seoepted until ‘Péri’ advanced strong reasnns 
for ‘carrying the dato buck a cectuty ands bal? 
ttle. Vinoont Smith and Keith" wooopt “Perl's 
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-tomsluvions; bot Stoberbatsky" considers that they 
‘are bteed on fhe alec sesetption thet there was 
‘only one Vasubandin, whereas in fact there were 
‘two,—-if pot thrse,—famoce persons of thin name, 
One wan the grost Varubandho, a Hinaydnist 
"Ppdéhdetrya Vazabandin’ who is oftea cited in 
‘Vambendht’s ABhi¢haremakote. “A Inter Vas- 
‘bancha,-—commaniy called ‘the Bodhisstiva Varu’—, 

fahdylniet wulhor of » commentary ou Aryo- 
dova's Satassatra : ‘Takakunu's ato in the probable 
-4ale for him—Until thie eontrorersy ie decided, it is 
‘sels to butld ap an absolute chronology round the date 
-of Veeubandba ae 6 fxd post. 


\RCTIOM &, UDOYORAKARA AND ERARKAEIRET 


‘Udidyotalara must have boen either eoatemporar 
with or prior 10 the noralit Sabana, ‘who spel 











Cédyotakars ond Diarmstiesi % 





of bite by name in hia Vamseadait’. Subandhu_in 
fam is comlimenariy selered. to by Bone, who 
rites a2 9 yootful pou in the Iter Sear of nye 
(GU Ste) a Thkoenwe, and. te appro paging 
Stamplizent fo Someadha on the treat procucton 
Of bie Varacadated. It may be similarly conjectured 
that dandbg. (writing perbape about 6400.) 12 
honouring & peor sug wt he cour of aaa 
swoon Ue speaks atthe wtb of the Nyeye ts 
Talo embedied, in. Uaiyotare’, “Abd Ue ‘ater 
Sins on aon xem nb ce par 
fined by ‘Uddyotakarn xo the Vartika (p. 219):"* thie 
road Ieadsto Srughos ”. For, as Vidysthitos pointe 
out, Srughna was only forty miles distamt from 
"Thivesar, aod must from ita position. have bean air 
important slage fer travellers to or. trom Thanesu. 
Tt is not umprohable therefore thet Uddyotakara lived 
(8 Dhanuar isthe vig of ars. 
Ue ikara himself tells us that his comment 

iy inane to pu an ea lo te maxandereandg 
ewok’ tachag’ hie sd in broght ato, 
ty bed logiciane (kutrkihe) apd Vicaspact Mitra 
explaing that these bad logicinns aro Dutnkga and 
stk I ae tent at he, Bondi, 

fan Dhsroati wae a, contemporary of Cdeno- 
Gita "une ie refered tin te Nydpendrtee 
ta tie author of a Vrdartdhy and « Pecomdugnatte 
which Uddyotale mentions by name’. But 
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‘there are reasons fot identitying the Yade- 
sidki with a work which Chinese imdition. seria 
{Sitave Been composol by” Vanubend and of wh 
-Hlivec-taang—e conteanporary of Uddyorakart—eaye that 
be naw tony drag his tarda a Tada’ No tbat 
reference by Ui to Dharmokirti and his 
‘works has been and there are posttive indi- 
cations tbat, although VScespati Midre frequently 
xiends the ‘application of, Usdyolkare's aogumenia 
er et 20 as fo take thew beer upon 
* ealemesie, Udiyetiars, humwil eur eiber 
of or flee ord Dharcaktrt's yews, 
pa ‘Mitra ia cael to point out that Uddro- 
a's criti of Ding’ deinbon of porcepion 
Sen et be erates Saree 
Maem, though it spice a “Dita 
jdyotakra bed 











If Uae ‘boon aware of « xevived form of 


‘the Baxddhe doctrine to which hia eriticinm did not 
apply, itis \ikely that be would heve supplemented oF 

bis argorents Besides the chronological 
Tindientions aro het Dharmakirti was rather later 
than Tddyoukare?. He is not mentioned by Hiuen- 
‘taang (629-048 a.0,), but is spoken of by I-tsing 
(671—005 4.0.) es. having introduced reforme ip 





‘The Nysyo-Pertika ry 


Dharmakiri's Npfysbinde is a brief work, snd, 
although ite recognised importance is shown by te 
‘commentaries writien upon if,” $e atietion which 
it hae attracted is partly dpe to the historiaal aocident 
that it has survived in Sanakrit. For it ie after all 
‘to more than » manocl, gcd ceunot be compared for 
Pilsoptial inet with de mown works of 

\dyotakara and Vscaspati Misra. Uddvotakara' 
Mybqaosrtita is cn the other hand one of the world’s 
{teas ges Sought gretaen tnd Yo be 
obscured by. the poeasant and often 
hayper-critical TP vlic iia beng’ nd 






which makes it « matter of considerable dificulty to 
‘Scorer whee ts anor’ positive doctrine i.” Vieaw. 
pati’s phrascology* suggests tbat it hed beoome obsolete 
‘oven 1n bus time, two conturves after ita composition : and 
it seems clear that i¢ failed to achiovo chat npdyriiti, 
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the Vaileyiko ond Basddba schools, which it wos 
2 to achieve. Tn the Wo 
fell into the hands of 
‘eclectic togiciane, and the pure Neigdyita tradition 
rey perhaps be std wo eud with Uédyotskara, 
scorn ¢ UMARULA yD Vaceerenr wots 


‘There is no logis mn the Mtmaced-estra: but a 


logic 

Proper are ta be found in the tarkaptde of Subary's 
fin comment on Mwndthad- 

ita L5, Aabarn’s date is uncertain, and the 
qvatin is complicated by the fact that most of bie 
Jogicsl tonching is given, not es bis own, bob in the 
form of citation of & lang pessege from ex earlier 
acouymoun commentator, the ‘orttikéva,” Thin 
1 doctrine which is not the 











‘e@tre and the Nydye-titra, though perhsyw tho 
aR Pe Pe 
han it in in the theory attacked by the Nytya-eltra, 
Satake Soames mane 
cece yen 
‘used sometimes suggests acquaintance with the Nyaya- 
Scala ee 
Ey ey poe tins 
Saat inen etree 
Sane ier 
any considerable interval : and a date in the 
ae may be provisionally ssagned to both 
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an fo hs ape eo me 
ito 2 some 
Sevens Prcnes See 


‘ha latter of whom be criticises; and he seems 10 


ft'ia bur emphasis upoa the part” plajed. by tbe 
‘usiveraa) (sdményo) in inference, end bus quantitative 
formulation of the relation of the major aod middle 
spapete oan)” Te tase rape be caly ear 
(gamya). cared 
farther dootrioes already contarned sn. Pragastaptda, 
land he probably had much to do with the introduction 
joie lowe Neiyibe aig laenie x Protana, 
Bldate logical doctrine which Uddyotakars, rejected, 
is logioat doctrine is very uch that of the ‘olasical” 
Naya: and the fequenay wise which bie Stee. 
artiha. is cttod by Vaespati Migre and Seidbara' ie 
fan indication of the influence which that work hod 
on later writere on Nyiye. 

‘Vicaspati Misra, gives us hie own date in the 
closing vartes to his Nyparictaubondia,—bis ‘edition’ 
of the Nylyo attra, arrauged into praksropas or 
aipcastaibendho ‘a abiei endhiphts made 
Wivicarpatimiirena eareaikncanceatzare.. 

Varvehkcoass means 896. Bot what em is 
Sintonded? 

If it ware the fata ere, the date given would be 
oie, ow ‘which is to0 Inte, sooing thet 











Vacaspats Mibra a 









be supposed betwen 
‘hie and other reasons" 


The year 88 muse refer to the Vitreme era, and 





‘af his owa works in the closing verses to his 
‘Bi commentary on Samkara’s Sariraka- 
‘dhapya. ‘The list there given w (1) Nylyakanika (2) 
Tattocsanttsn (9) Taiteobindu (6) a commentary 00 
M (6) » commentary on Sévbkhpa (6) « comment 
nope 1) © sumenellcy on Vesse es fout Mier 
commentsries—nibandha—ere no doubt the Nydyaodrti- 
katatparyattka; the Savnkhyslattvakawmadt; the Tattoo 
eaiéarad?, on the Yoge; and tho Bkdmatt itsell. The last 
oentioned te of course the lnteat-written of these seven 
works. The Nydyakapské, s glow on Mayaca Mudra’ 
Vidhoiveka: (on the Mémsshsg), 1¢ toentionad in the 
Nylyasdrtikaiatparyattka', as lwo the Tatioa- 


‘sdmtiad 
“Tho Nydycvartibatat itll is mantioned 
in the. Siatyetickernedl We are tour tae 











a0. is 
catliewt of his four great commentaries. We must 
‘ther: allow at least o ‘of ten yeare, if not more, 
between this date and the date of his commentary on 
Suibkam's BAdyyo, which would therefore have bem 


geriain diftcalty by maiming the interval of time 
between Sashicara and bis commentator. 


As regarda the remaining two works, the Tottoa~ 
samihes woold wam to have beet. a Vedantist. work 






a 
aa philorpber, Taitce admite thet 
oyid tontcos innovation, notty ior renpoct of 
Kis dbverine of snetbalpaba and nirevialpake parcap- 
tion. Thi be atiribates to hin teacher, ‘Trilocane, 
‘who mount ‘have fouribot about G00 A.D, but about 








‘The ond of the older wehoot a 





vehom wo know litle what Vacsapeti tells 
tus, Udoyans appears See ‘hie ate “te 
tiseert dnt Vicspat ued. the cing of Te 





tile heh owen ck to Pradeuapadn, no wel a 
the Banddhe and Misvisake Jogicixos whom the new 
schoo! continued to combat. But it was not ‘modern’ 

14 would be difficult to poitt to any doctrine in 
the Patperyatthe which doos not derive from the 
arte choos. The sulh Udayena tht Dom eo, 

ceptions begin to survey of tbe logic of 
Meer ocean ry ede wth Vicopa 


"tor tn aye Fria alr inate Xp 28 








CHAPTER 1 


‘TRUTH 


‘Yalow af oth Yasty—neatgromange sd partatyrtmdgper Magne 
{edgnent—Coutinns af pomty weve tone et (8 
Thom of YF, gp SLIT) ih Brew po appends Sarly 
‘joaiee Woniytt, 0) Rome on appa ot ton oma. 
atl (in) Bean an prin of whet nnn nor wo 
Serveetrotigtn (Be oe sonata lye.” (o Bet 
(2 ta ppmtemen of thege shore nea they wre mtg 


TPE prblens ried ip thie andthe, following 
"What ie our gust 
fanton ist te src nee hen e dale thal we 
know! Wow ia it that error is possible if the nature of 
knowledge in such thet de jute tbe object of cognition 
in reality itself? If error presenta ‘ false objects ' to 
tho mind, is xt not » posaible bypothens that the objects 
of perception ace as unreal a3 dreama! As « matiot 
of {uct init ponsible to give an intelligible account of 
the object considered ax real, and doos it not dimolre 
under intllectal analysis And finally i pot tbe 
Perveptual process ‘tal? euch es to suggest that the 
object, wrth which it supposes iteelf to bs in immediate 
cantact, 18 in fact & complex of fictive elements mub- 
stituted by the tmaginstion for the thang-fe-taelf? 
Those are sill dhe problems of modern epistemo- 
,, and the spirit and method i which the Indian 
phi ‘approaches them are in no important 








that, beeanse the comparative method bins bec widely 
ahased, no nse can be mede of it And it ix perbspa 
in theso probleme of that the wae of the 
comparative method is most enlightening. [ there- 
fore raake a few observations here on some of these 

leuas as they promt themselves to modern 

ht hy aay of ‘huroduction to the Indien deus: 


mean probes of knowledge ° of modern 
spleen as aren frm te vie inthe mind 
i through the medio of is eas fro 
twhich jt santa to fllow thatthe dine abject of fhe 
mind ia ite own ideas. Locke thersfore an 
‘des nthe bject of the upderuancing when » man 
thinks, From thie it is» natural step to Berkeley's 
icin rei pre pt fori eaoe oelet So soppne 
the existe things “ cutside the mind ', seeing 
inate. are coufiaedwithin the citele ef cur ows 
dete, which ax Locks's scoount of the metter, we 
the objocte of the mind. ‘Nor door there seem io. be 
cy way ont of the dficulies thus arising. » lone 
ta acept Looks‘ ay of ideas" Bid saw this, 
fore amet the fundamental position of & 
reali, 2 oppose to istic, epistemology, — 
‘that ee. app: sa ey ak ao 
the medicm of igess. The idea, sa a. tertiem 
between the mind and things, is therefore ps 
eis, Similarly the startmg-point of cootemporary 











The Problem of Error ry 








realists is perhaps Moore’ article entitled ‘A Refa- 
totion of Tat su mt dn 
cridense iar prncple. save ie pereph. 
‘reali, hn onary, arts the ml ada 
Tus coneen of haowibige tat the obj of Os 
le a 
mndwiny «aan ‘thinks in the real i f and not 


problem of error, on the 
ets there ia x probles 
ia? theory, In fect tt 
Sn ianly Be ald that errr is unpeibie fo We 
eahst, and troth for the sdealist”. Av soon as the 
‘realist adscits, even 1m a single case, the preeeniation 
of 8 felae object to the mind, be w back agnin at the 
‘Adaievion from which the idealistic hypothesis starts: 
for if an object is oxzeal it would seom inovitable to 
saint that ite exon is percipi. And yet it hes all the 
Stubborn abjentivity of a real abjest™ and if objeo- 
tivity u in even one caso mat a guarantee of realty, 
hhow can we be sure that it is « guarantee of reality ip 
any cage ‘Thus the modern realist finds himself 
forced back upon the paradox of the a@kkydti-esida, tho 
Mingrheaka ‘of error.—that error in merely 
eetio, an abvoce o apprcension; and cat erery 
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‘VateyBiyana’s comment on the first r6sra embodies, how- 
ever, threo autre-like ‘sentences’ (oakpées)* which 
‘eori to raise the prablama of the eriteron of trath and 


" santances ’, and oa the sacoad sGéra, a mare 
‘anawer can be found to the question What iv troth f,— 
‘und, more particolecly, to the queetion What os error? 
It there ware no trror, there tould bnrdly arwe any 
* problem of truth”: and st uy in the difficulty of ex- 
laining error thet the problam of the nature of srath, 
iat ann. Thos Vackapatl Mitra (on NB Ti. 

sumgeaen fe three of error, ad retain four 


seoriow » MoI, gatemanesnrs axe 
‘The fiat of the three eakpas in aa follows — 
1, prandeato 'rthapratipalteu pracrttisimarthyad 
belt atthe get: Hace he 
" arte at th object: because the cape- 
my of practieal acuity 0 achieve tte object 1s condi- 
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‘fom something olge’ than from the knowledge itealf. 


doctrine that the val:dity of 


works in practice’ 


Self-Beidence a 


{saiteh primsenaes ox seteridance that the validity 
‘Keowa * from itvlf *. 

wae aisive whch lal the Nimivuako acool 1 
adopt the decinae of ibe we-eridectol assure ot 
‘cogurton 18 plain from abara's commentary on Mim- 
mud Stira 1. 3. 2. It was & devios for throwing the 
‘onus probendi on thove who doubied the validity of 
‘eripttral injunctions. 

«That ooguition only is talee which, after baving 
onginated, mboequestly:bapwon (in set aside)—dbere 
<ationg « further cogaition ' Gus i not 20°. But the 
‘cogoition brought about by s Vedio Injunction w not 
wot aside 24 uny time, or im the case of any person, 
‘under any conditions or at any placo hence vt cannot 
Dat be true " (Thibaut’s ). When the Voda 
‘enjoins that a man desirous of heaven should perform 
sacrifice, how is rt posible to dizprove thet sactibce 
sada to'heaven Tt i ergo er the inyune- 
tow leads ton coguition wi ‘valid singe every 
‘cognition in valid unless end unt i is dispreved—aod 
thin can never be dnproved.  Kuminls (ore pre- 
ecessor) developed thie aatve position into « generel- 
‘ned docteime of the intrintieaily relf-evigeptinl chacae- 
‘ter of knowledge. ‘‘ Some maintsin that, sboo aog- 
nitrone untrue by shemeelves cannot by any means be 

to be trve, the vatidity as well ss the mvalidi 


















‘cog 

‘iceraitment Of eiduer tbe axcellences or defects ofr 

‘ws fo which Fe dan The principal objtion 
bby Kumatila agenei the former view in that 

emt tetorence to socrething extrancou 

ot be determined which charactor (al 

-validty) belongs te which pattioolar cogniicos "a0 
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thas 2p the sod the theory of intreneic validity-and- 
invalidity hes to be sbendéned. He then turns to an 
other niew',—" Let, therefore, not-suthontativences 
‘be considered as the natural character of oogmtions, 
while their suthorlistivecess depends on something 
else."" The supporter of thie wow urges that error it 
the natural ing ae ateaed i the came of rear: 
and (invalidity being the mere negation ot absence of 









positive 
‘unsound to treat the were negation, mvalidity, a0 & 

‘superadded to the oognition, and to aasign it ta 
4 positive cause, viz , the presence of * defocta "in the 
ongaition, as the Mimasescka doos. The truth rather 
fv thet it ix the addition of oortain virtues or 
“qualities * (geqa)—eatronsic to cognituon—which 
takes the cognibve process (0 itself tnborently in- 
valid), valid, "The so-eallcd defects (which arw mip- 
posed 10 be the positive cause of error) are no morn than 
the sheence of the ‘excellencice’ The geners] con 
clusion againat tho Aftsamsaka then is that Vedic in- 
junctions eaonot be considered authoritative, for if they 
fro not dne io men" (posing ich good qualities 
{i trustworthiness and £0 on). they cannot claim any 
authority; and, assuming they ware dve to men it, 
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‘would be impostible to sbow that those men possessed 
the roquired perfections (oxpacitating thees ta lay down 
‘be law on mupersensuous tatters). Vedic mjoncticns 
‘thus have no ground to stsad on”, 

‘The principal objections urged by Kemtrila 
aguiodt wa vine ere, 1n tho Arg lace that rupert 
aided ‘ qualities ’ couid not lend to cognition the capa- 
tity wo kitow truth, anes that capacity wore iaberent i 
ity 'ainoe a faculty which ‘enact, ponent ine 
‘own right omnot be by another ager. 
‘And, in the second placp, the demand for proof of the 

idty of cognition leads 10 & represeur ad infinitum. 
iat on atksog * How do I know thet I kuow?", 
‘you will aleo have to aak ‘ How do I know that, I know 
that T know !', "12 even wben « cognition has ari- 
Binated ite object ware not definitely (certainly) lenown 
until the purity (excellence) of its canse is vognined 
through some other mesos of knowledge, we ahold 
havo to wait for the ongination of another cognition 
due to another cause... And this other cognition axein, 
wonld be authoritative anly om the cognition of the 
‘purity of ite eauso, and 0 0d énfnitnm. ‘The person 
proceeding in thie way would never reach a final resting, 
place ” 
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acy Truth 





saenon , xacirrvn soacionens 
‘The cond and thied ‘sentences’ oF shyas in the 
tye bags introductory 10 Nplyo-stéra 1 1 ro 


re rtbl co ndbhdoo ‘aad ctaibhtoa 
aly upaladhyamane tadanupslabdhes prod: 
pacat 


‘That is: The Keowledge of whet is as existent, 
‘and of what is not as not existing ” (constitates truth), 
Pe een or in the latter caso, there ca 

sn (ntrument of inowiedge 
Pe cue aft rier, salen thi 


olving th Sstesinang tag wo apprsiend 1 
tala) aeeieecomactt 
pramdyam prakisayati—"* srument 
‘apprehension that reveals existent things alo revoale 
what is not there. When visible objects are appre- 
of the hap that she ath we 
‘enprebe sot bars, 
Should ave son it aT ae this 
‘because T'do not apprehend it Coif 


‘Tho problem is thes of the negative judgment; and 
the reason why it is raised here is not epparent, seeing 
that 1 section ia devoted later on to dialectical dif- 

im connection with the apprehension of sbsents 
‘or mot-existence', Perhaps it, was felt ‘the 
absence of all reference ta non-existence or negation in 
‘the ooumeration of the sixizen cotegories in the fist 
tra nogded some sxplenstion. Vatryiyene, after the 
obsorration thet the instrument of spprehension thst 
reveals existent things also reveals the non-existant, 
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sth’ or ‘reality’), includes 
now-exisicat. That is, the 
‘both the ruth ae to 
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tical dificalty 
yu koow what i not! ‘The pot her mode 
‘opponent ux ‘ecerting Knowledge you 
Neratence of 1a object bot in the nngare 
tthe object is nareried ab not exinting :r0 tbat 
‘sn apparont salf-oontradiction is involved. 
‘Uddyotakere. replies that the inference het two 
‘things (existence and non-exintence, for instadoe) sre 
‘aot distinct because they are alike (im respect of both 
‘boing objecte of Knowledge, far instance) proves too 
such, Hor by parsy of reasoning, a cow would Oot 
‘bo distinct from # pot. 


He 
¥, 


i 








SxOVION 4 CONDEFIONS OF PoeRTUTLITY OF EEO 

‘Vicespati Midra devotes & eection’ to the Hkensst 
Yetwoon the exinient and the oot-existont, (sada 
satch strapyam), in conmection with the peoblew of 








i (@) 
yellow of the bile, mngled with the pellooid visual 
ny, us it emerges, and we experience it without a 
smbstrate; (8) we experience the conch with ite white 
tae obecared by the ect in he visu cope, a. and 
‘wo do not fisonmecti0n i 
Tallow "with tin cones. Owing to ont fail t 
Appell the dieconnretio, Une area 
lly with the owe of revidedoe (of yellow) 10 rock, 
hing hr Oabing seta 90 r- 

low, Simi 

‘when we bave the experience of « Iutop of oane-mgat 
Whiok Ie brough in contact (with th tate organ} by 
the touch-organ, fis eweetnens is not expenenced, ond 
‘wn experience the bitterness of the bile resident in tho 
extremity of the tasto-orgac, while wo do not ex- 
pparienoo a bitter abject aa the ambetrate of thie hitter- 
oss ; through not sporeheodiog the absence of con- 
‘nection between the biiternees and the sugar’, there 
ilsrity with the residence of iternem in 
‘the Neem tree, ete., and so we form the erroncous 
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sirole of fire by 8 winrling firebrand,” 
yore kind of similarity haa to bo supposed. This 
Bring oor goouel wisn’ of ecromsous feopoect, te 
bjection is urged tet (1x the case of the ervaneous 
pegative existeatial  j “the soa) does not 
‘exiot’), wince there ie aot any similarity between tho 
fSectaaly aierck notions of bg aad noe being, 02 
geome ju judgment would aot be pomible in hin cae 

‘The Veta rete tae objection by pintg out (HV, 
9,96, 118) that being aod ot ei 
‘being alike objects of knowledge. 
{a urged thas, Fi are rine 
‘there can be no question of an 


evo) erstonta! jadgment, This objection agaic 
the Vartika moeta ah ‘ctplaining thet the erronsous 
trisental jodgment the sol does 20: exist 
by falgoly attriboting to tho soal, which axista, the 
charucteristice which beloag to the non-existent, name- 
ly, abtence of activities und qualities and ao or. 

"Phe theory of truth and error ie developed by the Inter 
‘commentatars in connection with the let of loess. 
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Uddyotakara sske—What is error? His soswer 
‘is chat is is the cognition of ‘ther’ in what is not 
‘that’ (atasminbs tod ti janam)', — Vilampatl 
Mitr” uldy thatthe ‘quedeoc’ x to. ibe mature’ of 
‘@tror ia raised because philocophers bold different 
Splmacn about it (prkayabtnde ripraipatien athe 
toyed). 
9) Theory thatthe objet of erroneous judgment it 
© Tiaetliy sab fctod or Lee tomaby ht 
“Some say that error is cognition consist 
‘in a presentation snd making externality ite abject 
‘That "in, error wousista in projecticg utder the 
we of an external thing what is really only an ides. 
‘1 the view of the idealatic school of Buddbier 
(nijAtracddin), and is known ax the atmabhyiti, of 
elf 











‘that the supponid exieral object is oaly the 
asec or srihis tee by ask shat ground 
‘meets this view by esking wl 

thane fo for-anying, thas ‘eer, in bu ermopeans 
judgment "This vs silver’, is only ao ides. The ex- 
oriepon itzel? ‘thin ie silver’ declares ‘silver’ to 
RTT 6 Bb par oem vere? 
sy de ba hadar opr ep a 




















‘exparienco 
(onchowtrfspadah rejatam  Adarsayal 
aram, thom i 


23 
pratyaytd argetirskat), Pethapa the Band: 
Ghat the apparent referee. too soa-go i lary 
nomloige is mistaken (baréniam jhtnem), end 
‘groanded in n mere ides projected ws an externl thing 
Cevtkaram ove bahystoys “lombate) : it iv thas that ite 
object, really only a coatent of consciousness, is refer: 
Hindhive ye" (bes. toe tlt a 

iro ‘pi, es tse, 
iner" cones the toch ie le Te ola 
Bat. 3 aca lana from the sibling og 
Chath hthans— ent ah ce) Sok 











swan onty nn idea (iandkarats prnar arya baahahajAanan 
grocedanyt. le Uaccrgay rf tot oo 
jrwidka would pat adie his fvliatic nreeuppoeiinns 


(caijianikapaksapttom pantynjya) be would soe that 
‘what the ublating cognition denies is that * silver" 

the form of th sbiet etore wv (purreattdarytina 
métrem protisedhati rejatzeya) ~ and it doca not suggea 
farther that ‘silver’ 1m anly an idea (jndndkdrati apy 
anyepadartoyat). Perhaps it will be said that the 


Plorlon aaa rnc of denving tat aver iy 
present (purocarititea), although the wen-denial of the 
‘elual pressnes of the silver which we 
nnd eleewhere cannot be Used to prove its ide 
The answer io this is 















Anathigati 
‘ormancous judgment —aactthylis 
* Othare hold that (eror is) cogni 
the voneristent for its object” " 


of silver us existing * within tbe mind ', seeing that (by 
GD Theory that the wonvesittent de the obyect of 


‘your owa coufeanon) 1 haa not been previously 50 ex- 


erienced*# 





Gwhicd) ae 


‘The pasmge 
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‘Mira staico this theory is as follows! 
follow the Tead of the sublating 


‘Ste 


judgment (i.e. the judgment 


which 
Let 


‘alter all this. not silver‘, 


‘the obsractaris 


lie of maniteeting the aon-existest. Por the sublating 








‘and say that erroneous appreheasinn bi 
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eevee i azn wl he 
ines, is obt (gens seniam fetentem opt gocereget) 
Eicany of te abeet in nt rogue, aioe econ oepais 
Shien fhm the bare scary of te ogo 
yapasemarinye epegeyaie, yeanange mariage. 
indir coe ledShcvesacheh)” For jut ts roman (re. 
Because objec is poenble witboas en" object inthe 
Senne ot eevec fie copuinen. oo weil oe ampere 
Eie'vey ecaey of wnsrting aearnen, eh 
oops” so erroneous caguiic, 10, oustla 
“Reaclanor nature. (avidydto i 
(erircaniytea of syaiton™. 

“Vaeaypati now" proceeds to criticise the amthhyat. 
the owe toe ee he soars for te oe, 
fro the waco to Nye. 

“What nant by aaying that we object of eror 
ve the omer? Is meant at the erro 
Fpoest omar te oncrutnta.cneel o 

onend gmt, ic. gree notcerivcn silver se 


Nadtheemmgrt me bang 
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sing pg eran set ean at 
‘oe can yor sar Saat 8 wma ool om aortas 


Atay Pe mo ee dw etl rin soe eh 

et settng ote, 

Sian tine ety te Magee aoe To cyt of 

‘opchon' = rh dpertocs pez mS ede ve ale ph shoe — 

hacer bil d sat ing Th ibeins ober of eae don 
Sntyuare be bare en 

oe sos Salt ot 
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“ied cian) ate Be 




















inking); or in is moat that it ie the existent that ia 
‘a4 oncthor ecisiont (sat eos sodentarSimand gritnati 1.6, 
‘Selsant naoro 1 grasped se silver), and that the obyeet is 
‘cal * noa-orinieat * because the existent thing (necre) 
ota not exist an someting clea" (silver)? ‘The former 
altanative ust bo rejected, braase the man who wantt 
talver does an a matter of fact direct his activities on the 
‘acre, und not on " nowaiver “y—a0d be eanld at do 
thin if hia errocsous ration hed a ita object what ip 
nomeristont sa silver, instead of having the einlent 
‘lt Baar ti can pret ebay 
with the finger au ay 
{wn the stblating engaicice Hes arisen) "thu ie eat 
‘nw Fal bmn wrongly amine! oagh thr pron 
iy he previous 

judgenent? ‘Thea it must be tbe anere, under the form of 
‘sites which frm the mee dvs cinta St 
jek of the erroneous cognition nnd the cognition 
aid Tis ae te pervect ah sen™ ely 
in this acne thes ihe (existent) nacre doce mot exiat 08 
dileer’, With this our own view. it it agreezoent« 
for of cour the Naipyihar who bold the enyathadnyatt 
‘view of error (ie. that the abject of error te exintent, 
og as other than what i i), do not hold thrt one 
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cognition without objective ground, cognition 
swith nonexistence for its A thin 
‘Vicaspati commences critica of the Vedéntin view of 
miraeunyatils, a, tet te object errecean og 











(i) Oriticiom of the theory thet the object of 
‘rroneces. cognition’ is * sncepresribi *, 
‘ehether ex eatttent or as non-enistont, 
Anirescantyaihgatt « 

‘Vicampat's crbecine of tia theory ie ma follows :— 
griracnn ae tay pret ws ie 
(enireacentyatea) cf the bobelance 
a a diy 


frroneoas jdgment ii mirscanty 
uent,sod Se tae of th malay 
Sarai an ot somite + 
rol tema iat nope of ei 
Se Ret caer aa 
2 are applicable to 
sat And aa forthe nese 
(pregat) of the atectti (edetonsden eed to 
didho's view that the aniversa! and soon is wthiog 
caternal, but-a mere nomentiy, snd ot the doctrine 
Siar erroneous coguion ie cngesben wick. baa thi 
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BE 











‘error (as has been previously argued) kas a2 the eondition 
‘ol its possibility Whence to something : sod in the aberwoe 
‘af the cuodition which eaukes a thing povsiblo it in easy 
‘te seo that the thing iteel? Gc. error) cannot exit. 
‘Therefore the world af phenomens (which tho Veddntin 
‘ogarts 00 illusory) and the universal and other  cate- 
orion (which the Bouddb rejects ox unreal) are in fact 
both real existenoee—they are not fnlse (aszmicina), and 
‘objenta of“ nescionoe *. and therefare alan the theory 
Ba he jet of eri itexprenble aot tho tre 

21 as point NYT. . O61 20) Vecapat gt at 
‘scconnt of the eritwoisms brought againet the Ne 
‘ory of anqathdlystt- sont inthe ney tet ke 

bject of error ia no existent cognived * otherwise * than 
oi ‘This eltniam ie ured i intednce the Mindat 
aaka theory it may theretore be spponcd 
‘she onlaiom of the Neipdyite tran te Momdthaha 
‘dandpoiot primatily 

(is) The Mimasheaka theory of abhytts,—error av 

Son-apprehennion 





A. Critcin ofthe Neiydytha row. 

“TY may be (that the Vedtnten's theory of the ine 
cexpreanbiy of tbe object of err i open. 10. the 
Shlectons ‘urged. by the Nayplyike above. Bot the 
Ane i es tena fe i lng 
remon). That the ine tha att 
Te contradicts our conscioumness  (eomoidriruddhay 








ARGH a 
common object of all. vi ‘then all things wold te 
gee es pct, en ing wold 
ied atin csng ar 
fratoapetes). "Kor can it te mid thet hat the cognition 
she ceseteet oe for weit fa tha: 











Stone ofthe eageion, a0 that 
‘cognition (of colour) ‘has Ube eye 6s ite object. Ans! 
cognition eonld not have pest end fature things for ite 
‘objooks (—as it bes), mein that past and future things, 
‘8 no longer or not yet existing, conld not be causes of 
Sagi wn pono, ia an appt ar 
coganhion i ng a8 
salt prtibhtssmnam Hlambonam) And, thi beng 0, 
‘you would have to aay that the presentation of eilyor 
Tare for ia object ib enktalansbenem 
Sti}—a pontion which i wil be diffectt to maictain t 
Bewides, the competecey or affcacy (edmarthya) of 
eye and other seose-organs ws for the production of 
ight cognition: how should falm coguicone arse 
though them"? | Sydmate-oed, however it be treated, 
will not produce rioeplants. You may suggest, that, 
the yes and the other sense-orgeos may give rise to 
erroneous engaitions when sccompaniod “by detects 
‘(Gogasahdgo}. But this will oot do.» Foe defecto inapode 
the campeieney of exupes, ba they do not impos the 
csmpelecy of producing « diferent eft, Kutei 
gram, when patched, will not produce « banyan: 
Sat ncrcly 10d to protuc w belo. enden t te 

















co Truth 


omnes over err in of their on objects, the roll 
will be that we shall love faith in them everywbere.”” 
‘At this point” commences the account of tbe 
‘Mimdsiscka theory of | the theory thet error 
fa inadvertence, « negative thing consieting in a failure 
to note. 
B. Statement af the Mtendsiucka view. 


“Mherefore el! cognition must be held to be 
correct cognition (sarsam ere. off 
The meaning of this iz os follows:—tn the j 
ment ‘this us ailver there ame two cognit 
“Ain and "slvr the former» pritary ecptianog 
itp of ary candy Fou abla 

sppreboosion ‘uc actually present subvtance 
(purocarttidraoyamdtregrahana) : becanee, a8 the roel 
i'n delet (doyoreie) or mnpediment to’ epprdhennot, 
there in a failure to epywebord the epecife umvorsal 
r lena." * being nacre ', which in resideot m 
it (dedgatadntibstec). 

‘And, aince this such only is apprehended, it gener 
ten through resemblaoce, by seria! rouring of the * ten 
{aiunpresione” Gomskatodbodlatvenends« memory of 
iver. And this memory, although ementially » 90 
ite enndley perineal oats ac tong 
‘ayaa socondary experience), presente a 
phernan (grshapomdtv, we oppone to ofilgrdh, 
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see pian tee 
coe eee cone Sha 


itonn,—" silver” (vemeenbord) and tats" pore, 
—altliough separnio cognitions, nevertheless, 
‘owemblance ta the ease af cognition which bas ov tat 
object at'ver in nobual contact with nenve, wet going the, 
fee figment of ide: cad he retreat) gonna 
Nhe ie ‘cfaend Ue peopaiion as a 





Srl, fe arr baron och (oerpamirea) 
Toutes, ‘Thus, ax tho rent of failure 
Tits the thence of soneatn botnets ef (aa 











(Garhirael sous hey ike the 
i 7 cognitions, . 
thing of» pace of ela". ene ute oe 


©. Neiytiyika certcism of the aihytts theory 

“Having stated the Mimdrheake theory, Vicaspati 
row! proceds to the ete off = 

* On the position thus taken up the following obser~ 
‘vations oiay be made. Brery cos agrese ibe! the man 
who wuals silver acts on the actually present object when 
fon of silver arives, and tbat he 






apprehending the dif P 
etienoe and the rsemory, and between thelr respective 
bjosta (thie " and "aller )~ or as a reealt of oppre- 
ending non-diforence” between thax. 
‘As to this —an intelligent being dose not act on 
Eow-eppmlien 


abrsace of knowledge, * *y bot om 
race So Se em me wl oF 


+ AATT BML 3S moh pipe ye, 
Dae pon stem ae tetra ed baer, 





Adhystt na 


‘knowledge. You muy reply that what ats tbe man, who 
‘wants aller, 1 act on te actoslly present gubsteno ir 
Knowledge at apprehension —apprebeanod, to wit, of the 
fetualy preven tang’; the dntiotion of this, ‘appro 
heastoe from the cognition of vilver 1c respect of nature 
and object not having been sppredended. But what do 
‘you niean by thie? Tati" spprehension af the sciually 
ree thi "an apprahansca of ice? oti it appre 
‘henson barely of au actually proseat object se such? Id 
it is apprebonsion of sizer, thon the man bas apprebeoded 
‘he actually proscnt object ax aileer, ~and how in this not 
“appreliaodting @ thing otherwioo than ag it in 
io ike ecer eat eppeienin af the steely 
‘on the otber hand Tt ia on 
present thing that sole « man to act, then why abould it 
ce of & * noa-apprebension of weparate- 
a, greene tee 
1M aight of a tree simply at "ol bet CHIN, 
the man who wants n éridapintree, becuse 1D thet case 
‘there is n0 cognition of « ‘bat i thaw one there 
4s cogeition of silver—the separateness of hich is not 
fapprebended—throngh the cognition ‘ this’ *". But 
tunlees the miver 18 cognised sm the sctuslly prosant oub- 
stance, oF the actually prosect thing is cognised in the 
eilver", the perwon who wants silver dose not act there, 
that is, on the actvally present fing. He might 
anywhere whatever, intend of acting on thin: for 
7h this (she actually present thing) 
But, may, it in. the 




















that - 
yo 








cry rath 


.somblanes of the single cognition ‘ this is silver “ became 
‘boi recy that sot the 
appropriaie activity to work. If so, why do Dot the two 
cognitions also initinle w process of thonght which would 
{area etyeogartanar the i elie’ “tak be 
acre "1 For if us a tout of nox-apprekention of 

tuparateneat ther arses keen io the apprehension of 
‘won-separatencer, ten equally av the reealt of non-appre- 
‘bension of non-seporstancas there will arse Tikenees to tbe 
itr fpr eno et me apea 
‘eophe faitare ‘noo: ion 

city of tis "ead alver aa wl 


toe deferment thie” aod * vite": and it oom, 
Soprebecaon of diferense amounts o 0 ognition of 
his {a silver’, then non-approbension of difer- 
068 ‘wil amount "toe eoguition of difference, 
aes Aad os he knowing ebjers bee pln 
wo the | 
very unfortunate portion by these acote thinkers ils 
thelr altrs-miunte doalyau" Lor be drawn both ways 
4 one in te drction of ection an in dh drstian af 
refraining froma actioa—owing to the semblance 
pore of diene sdf wprinomon of eckiy 
Ahetweon ‘thie’, and lve ‘will havo simnlta- 
own tha notion tht nvr, end tbe oon Sat 
is not salves). 

Bo it 00 (retoeta the Mimashecks). But you will 
have to assign 3 fonction to the eubject's ‘ non-appro- 
‘bonsion of difference * even in the origination of our 90- 
salled siperyaya/Aina or ‘erroneous cognition’: otherwise 























Abbett oy 





it ould come cout tht creneoa, copii might 
‘arian in tbe aso of persans who hed 
Giffereace (which is absurd), “tel Seo el ia 

‘your case 100 " why should nok imme sognition arise from 
The other anpect of the son-apprebeneic, 7x, oe Mane 
apprehcusion ef semennes berwoon this’ ad vive, [ost 

‘an erroneous cognition remulta trex the one sxpoct 
‘of the nan-apprehension, vis., from nos-apprehession 
‘fforonce botwoon this and silver?” So that tho ange 
‘ment which you uss to contute our acount of the pao- 
‘eas will aerve us to confute yours. 

AAs the upbolders of the theory of errar aa non-apprt- 
ension (akhpdtiosginad) bave said: “For thooe ‘loo 
skit cnpclltys acs dept on te 

= ang ‘ator mt cn tho 
fiuenee of non-apprebecsion® 

Nob s0 (answers the Naiysyite), We hare ox- 
erence, in the cave of the eyes end otber wevpe-orgas, 
Cf cannes of cognition tke relation of wih to their 
(colour, inthe caso of wight) 18 not apprehended : bat we 
‘eancot conceive of conscious judgments which are not coo 














{Xjldgment which is as » matier of fact confined to one of 
‘the. fwo alternatives (i.e. which categorically asserts 
(Bhat * this is ilver *, oF shat * this iv oot silver °)? The 








OC diftetance” is wlmply the allusory att ofa 
Proticate to a abject (saméropa eve ‘bhed&graha sti sid- 





(2) Formal statement of the Naiyéyska’s anyothakhytti 
theory of error, and reply to certain criticisms, 
“The outcome of the discussion in thie, ‘The 

‘agnitioa of ' silver * wad eo fori ban the actually present 

thing for ite object; because it determines the man who 

trans sliver to’aot on just thus thing ‘atra ni 
petetakato): and any cogetion whic determines 
e's activity to any particaler thing hos that thing 

Sta object as in the example (s te auch by both 

parties to the discussion) ef a tree cogeition of silver; 

Sad thi erroneous cogition of mer dow m ( 

Activity on the actually present mubstance)': therefore 

Wm ro aomde taba, 4. han the sotelly promt 

acre as ita object). 

‘Aa to the criticiem™ that the mscre sa such is not 












Avysthathyats " 





(deat a nok tha hes the cnn ot da “f 
‘You mean this you aro anly proving something w? 
already adzsitted (sidéhasédhsne). Or do you roean thas 
he actually present shimmg whiie substance «8 exch 
‘not the object of the cognition? Tf you mean this, ta 
‘ot trie thet thie is not sensibly present! : for we’ 
‘with the Suger athe actually pret theng, the” thi 
‘Anothe: objection which waa made depended on the as 
‘ection that * defects impede the competency of ont 
bout they do not impose the competency of producing 
‘different eflect.'* But experience shows cases of “the 
production, by eames which bave besa iopaired, of new 
effects, through eoumter-action of the oulural efecte, For 
{asance Ue wd of at brn sn » fof pode 
ina shoota- and the digestivo powers ictpeited oF 
Maced by bhammaks” of morbid appaig ean eal 
with increased quantities of food and dri 
‘And the inference to the effect thet ° erroneous cog: 
aitiona are true to reality, becwame they are cogaiticas,* 
‘nghht not to be put at all, seeing thai it ix invalidated, 
(epahrtavigays, '.c. bsdkila) by a wublating cognition 
braved om perception, viz, i dhe judgme 
silver ” (which proves the original cognition of 
bo have been true to reality) 
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CHAPTER I 
PERCEPTION 


Indnyertharamaukarsotpannam sfenam deyopadetyamt 

avycbhicars epecazayaimiakam pratysktam 

1 act eg alan et bani? fi par ob 
‘he mhews yet oak fe opiat epee os Bree 
‘nin dasa) Ts rpm bo dae on he Paint 
Pawn own (nocad part ot Se enemys wnat) be 
‘cis ot wel ad pac yepnnee TO 1 49) Dew he ie 
dnove rade asatont—ie tangs dningeatatie tec Bs ott 
( tooght? (nk ut of the rmiores are and ht ptt 
suepadate v0 the Meeps teimton) Cen prepa be Alt 
{aa spel eespeinte nw Roepe Seton) TON ota 
oe oat ta regu, Untnpariasemmbers ot pape 
‘hdee Wen) —w toe ews ot propre ted te wala ef 
extet (anophda gras) — Gane sproannat nok th po 
yaa! lgnact—aredaipapiont Cain perio gun Da 
eet ‘ment of pevopies) Heesolanyeade Tha sane 
mal _neina ieotom tod Amon 


(SUCHIN 1 NEALITE OF TMP OBTHCT IN PxRCHPTION 


Perception 1s the ope smstrament of knowledge 
wimnitied by all schools atthe’ The obvious com 
ception of & cattact between sonseorgen and cbjoot 
(gedoatthaomrare) wae thn tating pnt tr tro 


of the doctrine and appears in the 
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Three difiovitice 


preievéi im Gabam's Bigeye oo" the Mimaren 
Sibir, snd forms a convenient preface tothe docrie 
‘eroxption.. Pi 

"ha tara’ refyeaton, enbociod x dabara, 
{falls into three parts each of which meets distinct 
Aificalty : and the Aret end third. parte deal with 
te two diiclig wich, acerdiag io Vasyigana's 
Interpretation, led. to tho insertion into the Nyy. 
Satra definition of the aoyebhioint and’ 
mm. The eesond part moots the idea 

Histo nrguent from dreame which» dealt with 
in a later section of tho My8yardtre in the cour of 
polemio against Badahiet tires» dif 
Een are) tha ersten of “per 














avo co basie (adrdlombana) in an external obj 

present to seme, und (8) the impossibility of chatsc- 
terising (eyspadit—) cognitions without, reference to- 
tha objects: coguised, wo that thought withoat things 
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Error in Pererption a 





trae on". To other words, perception, 
erly 00 48 caguition which bas as it objet te 
‘ery thing with which the seuse-crgans js: in comtaat 
lyadrizayahat jAdnas, tonaiva somprayoge'). ‘The 
opponent we: How it known tat in to coe cane 
pane c - 
swith am object whlch in the chjectae 
in the othar case (ant of error) it is in contact with 











to 

“Jy the summer the sun's reye commngle with 
‘satth-warmth and beoome romulous, These coming 
im contact with the visual organ of « person at a 
distance," the cogmtion of water rises 
contact of organ and And (it ‘arins 
contact of organ and object’) xt would 

in” Cando pareption, which is sopposed 
‘8 promaga, an instrament of promd or tru 
instrument of error), 

Ys is with reference to this pomible objection 
‘Wat’ the word aepabhiolr 6 rntroduoed into. the 
definition, Cognition of ‘that’ in what in not that 
(otasmivhs tai) is characterised an syabhicini: while 
cognition of ‘that’ im what ie that is avpabhicari, 
Rof-edroneous. Perception is non-erronecis cogni- 


‘The first phase of the discumion of error in per 


‘coption may be regarded as ending with the limits 
tion of the mime to, true cognitions of 











Idealiss argoment from dreams a 


‘o2 imaginetioa’ : tor the application of the formule 
tasmin tad 485 jndean— that os that’ io 
‘een 2o bo less simple than it at first when the 
‘ideal element’ in perception is insisted on. The dis- 
‘oussion then passes into another phase : a phase which 
amuay be anid to crystallite in the term kalpendpojaa, 
"stripped of ideas," by which Disnigs describes 
Pore peroeption 
BB AECOND DIFFICULTY 

‘smomiON 4, FEBCAPTION AND DERAMG CDRALET ANOUNENT) 

The senond part of Sabare’s argument! is the 

to which the appellation of refutation of ideal- 
im tay mode appropriately be given, the analogy 
Ueween, pereption andthe basse brie of oor 
dreama being in the characteristic voin of ideal 

The objector srmues: “All Sdees are without 
xtra objec, ike droans (scr swe nirslambon, 
Gb seopnerat protyaysh). An i 90 
{2 axiornal objecs: aulity (eobhdea) in fall attr 
buted to a dream; and the waking person's en 








sion of ‘a post’ or ‘a wall,’ too, is no more than an 
Pl eile Pon 
a 
nintlambanah). 
‘Tt way be said in :—The waking man's 
pea altar, 
y 


spark 
ta): bow shall it prove falso?—But the apprehen- 
roam was perfectly certain in exactly the 





” < Paroeption 


amp way: prior to waking were was no diflaronen in 
this respeot—But there ie 2 difference, for treaais are 
found to be erruneous, while error is tot found in the 


waking-ideas. ‘mere fact of having an idoa is 
canugh to establish felsity,—and is ia impomible i 
ay that waking-cognition is other thon an idoc'. 
cogntisns f'tnoma Tou maatg ee 
sitions is he 
their being ideas, bamely from their conf 
ter. ‘And if it bo saked ‘whenee comes this 
<haracher” te aperitif he 
fleacy of the intarnal organ ; 
ftw & the erroneous character of roaches, 
‘ideas are not errooeeos (sinoe 
‘then the intarnal organ is not thos impsized). 


"To the objection thet whes a peraon is awake, 












‘here muy be. defects in the inctrumentn of cogeitin 
sbich coves Zeleity of idena, the answer is that xf there 
‘wrote suth defecta they would be known.—As for the 
objection thet at the time of baving the dream-idoas 
(oo impairment of the internal organ is oot reslived, 
though proeeat, the anewer is that on waking the 
‘person realines that hin internal organ was prercome 





Dialectic of whole and part 
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agen 
of toe whole, and whether 
revldr c# @ whole ‘ebm parté—-As to the argucent 
tix 4 
heirs are not distinetls 


it 
nto the whole itself the distinction between whole and 


shard, the latter destroys the wholeness 
involved m adking whether the parte 


the whole 





of tbe paris, 
sepaale 


then’ Se 





bola in cock part, or by pertain the pars? ‘Tho former 





fe wee ‘that distinctness ond indistin 


#na) answers the 
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co) Perception 


peel he voc peopl expeiens. which it would 
ua Tender impossible : and ao it ie euicidal. 

In ths next section the opponent proveeds to atteok 
‘the reality of the concept of parts, 

‘The dislectical dificultics about pari sna whole 
‘would somtmue up to a tolal diamppearance of the 
posed abject. You may iy Yo ancl thw coesuenee 
by amertng the rity of te cumate (anu, or of that 

ot in beyood division—the * stom". But in fact you 
-otnnot avoid thinking of the atom aa having paris: in the 
first place because it must be thought of as split into 
frugments or permesiad by the * ether” which you cal? 
all-porvading, but which would not be allepervading if 
it ware not within as well as without the atome.—o this 
‘pont the reply of the Nydyo Sétra appears to be that tha 
‘OF porsneation v« in fact & notion only appli- 
Gable to things which bev consitnent para (Arye 
pert laren Tha praia of oh 
ra. : of other 
tibaied toon other grounds! than onthe abyard 
‘suppontion of sim porved ‘atom The opponent 
SHOT Sa a 








wine Stilts cam De tonoetmlare oe 
‘ted a the et ae ae a, 








Atoms 


i, which again impliea parts to be arranged : 








of ab banng parts because figure or sbspe" implies an 
contact with other atome—which means thet the atom on 


tid farther beomme at stom u thought of as being in 
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bles of in cmeapcn “lath ad rershog at 
epics Ser sue, Pe 


ongat" motea tty tke opponent mp that tere 
‘Of courte the whole cannot be spprebended apart 


trom the parte—the cloth eannot be apprehended 
from the tiretde—for the ammple reson that the whole it 
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The dream-argumest asd sikilirm = 92 


‘those instruments of knowledge that wo extab- 
‘that (a6 we hold) analysis reveale the reality of 
bjecta or thet (as the opponent argucs) it fails to reveal 
any reality (euirs 29). If the soepitc’s position that 
‘thing existe can be proved, then proof at lesst exis: 
if it caD not be proved, and ie.a mere sssertion without 
any proof,—then why should we not aisert without proot 
‘he ‘contrary proposition that ' everything exists"? 
(gramtysneipatiy-utatiohyim V--30, By both 
alternativer—impomsibility of "proofs or posmbility of 
ptcofs '"—-the opponent's pourtian m contradicted). 

Tt ia not until the argument has reocbed this slago 
‘that the seoptic unmasks his real position, which fa that, 
here js in fact no euch thing ax proof,—the whole enn 
eit of proof and things to be proved is ke a dresmn and 
1 inizage’. The Nyya Satra (98) saya that ‘chin is 
1a gutted, beau dere i no ream to prove 
wt interprets to mean tht the unrealily 
Tree cas oaly be haven by contrat wits te rel o 
things apprehonded in the waking state. If you argue 
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lung dream-objects ste unreal beosuse they afe xat per- 
poived when 9 msn wakes, you must also alzrt that 
‘waking objects are real because they ore petosived when 
awake : for reality or emistence is the crterion 
of mareaiy oF non-esitenes (bdnentbAed comarthy- 
The other objection urged in the Ngdye Sétra 
‘the dreani-argument 1s that “the concett of 
‘an objeot in dreams i like (the ehjecte of) remerabranoe 
‘and desize."”  ViteySyano explains that as the object of 
Famombrance and desire ie. something previously ex- 
pponcnend, 40 is the object in dreams. We do not argos 
hut the objects of memory and desire have no bums 10 
reality, merely on this ground. neither ought we to do 
so in the cose of dreazne "For they hace a besin in reality. 
‘And it 1s only wath reference to the real besis ot origi 
‘af dreams (6¢royo, prodhana) that the waking men pro- 
ounces hie dreams unreal, 


Comparing the sreatmeot of the drvsm-ergument 10 
AbbarabAteya with its treatment in the Nysyobhdays :t 
is clear that the idealintic sapect of that argument 
minent in Sxbsra—dreams are iliusory becouse 1 
‘ideas (pratyeyoteat);—and tbat, for bin, it bi 
‘engaged tilt from the #Gnysedida context in whch it was 
ndoubtediy, fire. ‘Vateybyans, ob the other 
hand (xnd of course the Nydys Sétre), nowhere muggeste 

jens, an such, are their own objects, wo to sped : 


ijunet 
of the main line of thougt—rir., thet anslyxia fala to 
Gnd reality in the object. In the abeeace of the technical 
























Are thought ond object distinct os 


terms of tho witanantde ip Sabar's aqount, it would 
to suppose that Sabaro. 1 polerising against 

the developed eijdenendds, But thie ouch tay be said 
that he seems to be dealing with » type of ¢nyasada 
‘hich i Siren ors Sa of Negras frm at 

‘with which the NySyartira oad: 
Penn to dea wits ngecade wach woes the 
dream-argussent in suck a way no to bring oat its idealu- 
tig implications and to make 1 fundamental. 

©, THIRD DIFFICULTY 

eMCTION 8, DISTINCTION BETWAEY TRODONT AND ORIACT 

‘The third part of the defence of perception in 
Sabara’s Bhaja, » translation of which iw now given, 
‘aitucke n viow that adeas themselves are in soqe sense 
* void '—empty, or nothing (Sanya) 
has aby bee shown tha ee re * emp 
that it hos been abown that there euppoaod ol 
hon-oxistent, But the srzument is now ct 
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Thought distinct from ite object Be 


“But the idea is noidnething, How so! Be 
cause oe do not find any duleronce of presentatiocal form 
oar an he opel paren ripe ot 
cur ee teh Je tho ob ion ( cane 
addhap, and so the enpposed somedhing’vn te shape of 

thing’* separate frost the ought je thing ut all 








‘external thing hae form (dRdrarat), since wy 1 perceived 
Hoa enh thag forts oes (erthenityt pres 
‘on han the thing foe ne objock (entNavigaya ht pratyatys- 
baddeh), aod bas not for its object (na 
duddhyantoronnays)'. For in momentary, 
Sie tne of soi ought we an ong 
ime of anor — Tbe we tbat t q 
known past mi ia coming to birth, end that i makes 
Jnnows something else, lake a Imp, ie wroog. For 00 
ge egpaomadso thwgh where a thing sbot bore 
|. But whan a thing is approhended 2 roan knows 
there ia thought, ws the rerilt of an inference. Gimal- 
‘noeonenens (Of of he thing, sa anprber, 
tion of the thought) is wapowsible in bis macier. 10 may 
i "ie after the thought haa ariven tbat we 
any ‘the thing is knowo", and not hea the thought hes 
‘ob (yet) aren. ‘Therefore the thought arses Gret, and 
atterwards the thing 1 known. ‘To this we reply that 
‘rua the tho wot known 
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be designated (na oyspadedgt bude’; and wet cannot 
be dengunted is aot the object of perception’. There: 
forethought 8 no the cbect of perteption, 
Moreover, granted that in case the cogtition and 
tha object cogused wore wendeal in fom tbete would be 
zo ouch lao te cogution. thie would uct eaablah the 
Coaexiatanoe ofthe dhing, which fe te objent of 
ie orange preps et ohhboad)S. 
‘Anu (eo a matter of fact) the thought and the thing ae 
tot identical in form; forthe thought, the exiwence of 
Which we infer, ie withou! sbepe ot’ fore (amdkdrom 
Se, mie ng, wich re mre ste ect 
‘Of perception (gratgekqam evtragerd a8 
or form (atkdra). ‘Therefore tas the thing se 
fe seperti dependn on things ferhalambanah rt 


Of, i ah), 
Mert thought af cloth has atte 











Aryepodctys or 





* ‘only arises) when threcds are 
reson (aipulanimitigh  tanlarveropddiyamaneg 
Fpafapracyayeh)> if ie were not 90, the iden 
Of a jar woold sometimes occur, ‘in tho case 
pan Boe cased yen Shenioe engl 
4 is doce not happen. ‘ 

Ty not independent of things, i.e. 14 refers $0 oxtarnal 

irglombanah proiysyoh). And therefore 

‘oe, a erroneous proceas (a oyabhi- 


yan exis the word 
sn NBL 4 Cony perl io "tbe 


ryapade 
of Babara’s 
‘Wisi ‘Vaayeyece hes in und a that thre is oo 


tre sian except throagh he narien 
Ffow ean we dietragesah t pcan 






‘he perooption of taste, except by wayi 
ion of golour—'ropam 
ianite’ —and thet the latter 1s the spprebension of texte 
a'raea i pl 
din prep (npentpadbop 20) tt Poe 
he perceptions (est , and not the 
‘ons an such. And yet thereby (tena—oigeyandmadke- 
tyena) the perceptions are 10 fact exprenaed (ryopadséyote), 
‘From this, which Viteykyans would sooept ne 60 far 
‘a correct statenient, marae appear fo have drawn x further 











* Porcoption 


‘eooclusion wach Vatsysyans rejects, end which, as be 
‘thinks, the eStrotaro intended to reject by the insertion of 


“He Sepeienien  an act 
worde—verbal 

wae cy ele bce the 

Sed oe nae 

Saget ne 

ys vense can vi be held Sat the porscption is 











‘namadheyelabith—: and ibs 
pa oc of th fs tbat if there wm 8 amppowedly Aatinet 
‘thing whieh bes no ditiact nazne, then tt 98 not afterall 
© distinot thing. | Now cognition, a susb, comes under 

description, far it bas D0 name other than the name 
‘af tho cbjot of which itis the cognition. ‘Therefore i is 
nothing disticet tram the objector, if it can be a all 
cdittvguinbed, shen thoughts are jos the namer them- 
‘elves ne distinguished from the things, ‘hore. are 
thinge : and there are ncmes of thing 
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‘hing hs came into play (anupayulte fahdarthctomban- 
‘hes end even stir the baring ban taken plage tho 
Same remaize feoe—tbe cogation romaine distinct from 
‘hr names, "Tals we wat the eGiralira sasare by the 
tword aryapedefya,-—ie.dintine\ from nami’. Whee 
I secmory peal of he copstons nro it 
‘ours sbieato whet pilosa cognition we refer fo th6 
“indintio’ Cepapadete) being rode by the auton of tbe 
object followed (in Sanath) by the paructe fi. The 
fet Un ope bk ot lita wba of 


SEORION & PERCEPTION AXD DODD 


aepane ftp he word eyo s 
fhe denon of peeaption ws exclndiag scat 

apprekensions Since a man, eeving un 
' distance, Taam water hele 
‘ho tenetae spelen of to cbf wick be barf he 
focm ‘tis is other mache or dot iuoed by the 
contact of organ and object ( haxatnibar pot 
‘onna), 1 should be iacloded ander the bead of perception. 
Ita with rofereace to this possible wroog vitw dhol the 
‘word syarandpdimaka, ‘srocunting to conviction’, 
inserted in the definition". Nor cam st be anid that it 
‘the “mind” (mance) slone that fe concerned in, exch 
doubttol apprehensions, sud thet they do. not there 
fore erwe from the seasccontaet.“* Far itis on having 
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eerchnsian wth theme A tl fle 0 ane 
cers cognition wit he ‘mand’ whic i eneisooed by 
the failure of the senses to gove certain eppreben 
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‘here 

thon or conviction Yopaastpe) of tao Krower which corte 
through the nonso-organ, ax is abown by the foct that, 
‘whore the sense-organ is injured, no reflective oonsclons 
ae of ck determinate again (oneyersty 
aren” 











The senieorpant 104 
‘mores 6. THR “OONTAOT Ix PERCRPON 
Parcetion in defined in the Nptps Stra as 
trom eration bfect ead vita 
pointe ou feo dittode sralve ite past of tog 
ln ‘Guess of hg 
ck die oul (ce. of cogai a, 
Soa), might appear be cadeded from jeeomion, 
oo there’ wast eum ta be ‘De senabergu a 
ie, “He sepion that ‘mind’ (eens), She contact of 
artic wb soli he oonion ofall proytea clog 
ig porcepelon ef cas'y ow satan, fo a cursecegaa. 
i, cope ct at ne in 
aeration af tb seme-ergane (indviya) gen : 
‘otra I. 19, vx, atl, taney ght, totch, and 
beating The anewer tn Chat that cokeraton in an 
numeration of thove organ cay wich () ame 
Of the matanaleamenie~thaetitte inripdye, (ae 
uch coated to » specal case of sbjeotr-rapelanie- 
‘nd, am organs of aly 00 fr ye 
thc ew wi egal wich dey per 
head’ Mind, oo he ober had, too compel of 2 
‘lntanoe-tuf bee all things fori objects, and doe at, 
pera an an ‘organ shroogh teing endowed. Witt the 
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tinh yt dias w deren the tmo ane. 
it we insert menos ass fourth factor inio 
melita ou uaa ieee 
(98 mippodyots (which appears to be tbe formula for the 
oni bic esd ine oral eropio, 







tondisions ‘inner-wense’ awarencse of peychicol sate) 
‘There was therefore & motive for omitting oF slurring over 
the factor of manas in “externa! perception’. But when, 
io oppmition to the mew that ioe area sonscicay 
Geemicedye)', the Nybys-Voiderita school elaborates 
4 dirs ‘of the peng by the otaroalorgen 
(manasepretyatqsta) of cogaroone and when at the same 
‘azo the futernal organ (6. atination) waa inagled oo an 
2 fico in eateradl perception, aa neompatty. Bet 


of ication ia external perception, and an tho " organ "* 
af olrzalperplicn) been cious, The Kapiita 
Jeli that the cognition “thie ies for’, (oyaoasd 
diferent from, and ean exiet 1 independence oft 

fective comsloumest “[_beve. Kooeiedge cf thin Ar" 
{anaoyooasiga),” The latter was called inthe Iter achent 
mifeasopretgatys, perception by the intemal organ the 
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tbe found of the two dootrinea which snbeoq: 
‘oamne fundamectal in the Naipdyibe theory of 

‘The section an parceptian in Pradastapida's Bi 
forma in fact the basic text for thin phase of the dootrine 


‘Bhégys of PradestapAds, thes the carlist statesant is to 
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(B) the cow has horns 

(A) the cow in white 

(8) the cow goes. 


we eH ea 
Hi E ; fi ult FT 
Uh ie t glad at 








riatae © quale, Wk 


The ey Bese 
bl a 
aa ie a 


a ays iis iio 
ae 


ul ef i} 


0 






Ce en 
Leen ie al 
' i ral ae fl H 
ante maul al 
1 fe eh Ait 
oT Ee 


aa 


Ri 


Pesiden (0 


HH ni 


Err 


from a contect which 


@) Sound 
8 fectore) 
of sound ative 

‘hres factors Giraysaminibary2)', for 


“The pe 


(0) Astributes perceptible by sight end toeck 


al Ra 
Peete ie i 





= oy 








if 

i i! ij ci 
iid | ae 
hi | HH ii Ha 
Hee ESE ie jal 
li vane if 





Tr 









QF) (ARE eye seen 
yy oF tint ay iil 
32 ji ian aie 
He Hee H ie 
enteay Mab Eide Ul 
Lt se SH 
ei if ai 
“BL He fable 
‘4 Pau iH 





= 
z 
a 
rar 
ane 


Perception of mosement us 





sue Both Peoention i she cae of ourstes and beings 
ou 


Note on the Perception of Movement 





the monly alters ste postion in apucn aa‘well toto the 
‘ee; and ovement on the par of tke tre will not 
Jam set of dinunctons abd cou 
that we ay epee tbe tone. 
‘ors ort expats cago ion in apace: 
bat thin doce not prevent be uppeeing th to to move u> 
trdor to explain the mnenbey's change ef potlen Flee 
tri oe tom And ibe ranean maa ake 
Infor enppontieny af he is ‘wth his prieiple 
Inference which lo tht the cates (woven resides a 
Men Witch We elect (oofenctiog’ and ijenrt) 
reovdes (gudadhihoranam karyer, tadedhikeronam Mira 
goin, Tie eppownt anawor tt the upeiaen 
ovement on the part ice bet ol 
or youtenel chasis ok eco (ek pustiedy fo spec, 
td reatively to Ube tre), and Dnt Sooedore Bae 3 
‘heed 10 wuppose. movement 08 the part of the tro. 
Srifbura rior thats car any be fre f0 ack oF nol to 
tet, an sols his convenience "but the mind fe uelike the 
swt fice to apply or bot 1 opply 
“cf ilanacs ob il Ue ce pores 
torovoentwarodhéd poverty Whee 
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form of secsoerperience; nor lve tho stiempta to 
‘plats isin teens of mower aod artonlarsoneatiams 


Of perooption which ia paruoulary prone to Hluaion : nor 
Swonld fh be easy to determine the conditions under which 
eeould chim to be a prema, asthe inetrament of 8 
scagnition which u eoyadhicdn.” Probably She oppeneot 
bel this m view when bo eortol thal movetmat ls 
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real, snd yeb not grveo im perception.) 
i on of ‘the cave of Togins, who 
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How can the smmedate of Percspton be medictd ia 
‘8 Perceptual Judgment? 

Disinga's charocersetion of perseption se 
pol of chirclars Nalponapoghe i taken, by 
achools as the text for the (restment of this top’. But 
tho diecuson te coroplicted by reference fo the qoeshion 


‘of the relation of I ‘we thought, and 
sethad'ibe nore of cos" Rebenatats 7 
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‘who appear. to have taught that wards and thoughts are 
inseparable, Tt is ngainss these * nominalsts * 

explanation of the ward ‘ aepapadedya ‘ in 

‘supposed by the commentators to be directed. 

‘these nominalzats', aneris 

is a moment in perception separable fram all 

‘Ditnige took 

trom which to 


dovelop ‘posi 1 
of the five charsotors, of which he asserta the pure per 
capt obser: od 8 ay fe appeal nt bn cr 
vVisw was arrived st by accepting on the one © 
BAbdita's view thst the fm through which we 
Aeterming reality are i ‘connected with words; 
‘and, on the otber hand, the Navydyika viow that what is 
immoliately given io perception is mdependent of the 
‘words by which we come to designate it. But 1f can- 
copia are from words, nd the percep? is 
coparable trom words, it follows’ that the percept, is 
separata from all coocepta or doterminatians of thought, 
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* (eidagoya) oe determinations af thought (oikalpa}, 


awe untrue to reality (Bkriaia), becanse. they wre not 


‘born of the ting (enarthajapratsbbgea 


jing appearances which do not conform to 


apa bi 


(eastocnanvrodhipratibhdss), their production 
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boing oot 

sajenme). 
‘We havo what seems & perfectly definite 

fs jar of auch and euch « shape, quite distinct from all 

other jars. Bot the Boddhist ielle us that all the deter. 

aminatioos (eikzips) which make the suppowel * 

defisato are appearanens not darived from the reel thnag, 

fed that oar boil that te hinge thw deleraiod fa 


owed by * psychical dispositions * (ofsaneaht- 








ry 
jo eetunibbeed visa upoplne Bot 
i a fe tn ae re 
tion tonesdeh) Pte Bod 
{iat he posed i eto te fac hat Ue 
deterssioations derived from previous experience ilnsorily 
‘their own appearances, under the guiee of identity 
‘the real thing; and, while obeouring 4 the difference 
2S the sealakjapa and their own ruanifestations in 
consciousness, diet men's activities ox the pasa whary 
ere te oun erode 
7 © precicnr soae is 
not the atone itaelt oe ee 
But unless the thought determination (vikalpa) iv 
in contact, with the thing (reste assheppéats), how could 
it balbeage welt sa identical ithe ee! bay 
Toei me te poet af a lise (prepelgepesar 
‘bhaoi sien) and 90, fponcars, Heo} iy tengtent the 
{antrument of knowledge, presets tous 8 thing that can 
Rect upon (arthakpitmerthek situ atthe) 
wv jheronte the person’ desiroun to act cold Bot ct 08 
the basis of hw thought-determinstions. This in what 
{bo Redhat wrter mewot when eenid eace aley tf 
fon the ral thing that we act asa rol of thonght-detr= 
‘minstions “* (tate ‘ pi sékalpdd castuny eva pravrttih). 
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‘hough ip eur a's mean of rowing eel 
$ (atkalpa) in afterall a means a 

Ug sei ae the weer ference hich 
‘correspon with the real thing (castumi promagom, tatrs- 
pisarhoddipratitvhetuted?)?—Tho Buddhint trice to avoid 
‘thy admission by aaying that between the momantary exis- 
‘ance which ix the real object (grahya) of the perception: 
and that which 2» the ‘object’ Cedipavostyste) of the 
‘thougbs, and between this Inti ogein snd tho objook * 
sehuaved abhyets) is de ensuing sivity, thar is— 
regoriod as momentary existexte—no correspondence, 
Yecause they are all momentary’. Regarded merely in 
ca soccer ee, at 

we ceetaia ‘in the percept the idea, 

‘tho object scbiowed,—if we abstrect fram the (ret) diver- 
sity which belongs to them a» absolutely distinct 
* momenta * of experience (andialitakpapabhedoaya ota- 
depserttacaatumatropehyoys cashosda)).. We cannot say 
Aut the object of perception w the object ns detaranined by 
‘thoaght, tor that either of those is tbe object achieved or 
(ot practically. But wo oan say thst tbe object gran 


{a prroplion i rhe cbjont ue determana by thong 
‘thot the acti 











"We (the Bouddihas) admit however thot a thonght 
determination dacived from an inference (etgaje) is oa 
‘edependeat manne of koowledge,—becanre it 
something of Which the ucique being has not bese 
tlroady grasped by another meazs of prool, ie. by per- 


cape (pramd : 
‘sdnam’ "(But this is another matter.) othe 
Nelyoyis, ox the eoecniary exces inch 
.. For t extents 

from-hativaiber' an and fe uel 
‘common cbarscter mpored upoo it in vurtog 
of tae ape carci x eisgnge aie 
i nat 9 wyete) by perception, weing that 

object (grdbys} of on ie. charwcterieod by, the 
eebind tot tassel al uve tage teh 
is lhwsorily imposed common character of ‘bein 
fiflerent-trom-whai-in-otber) are detoid of all practical 
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tency (eamastérthabvigécirahtt),—(and therefore 
could ot be 8 esuse ° of perception or of anything else). 
Ibis the momentary existent that posecsees practical ef 

‘onoy, and so ie real (parzoearihaaat); and it te hie there- 
fore that St She ebjecr af pereptiod. (And ap it ix 
Upon fo che Buddhist fo deny thet omg i 4 
staat of cognition on te groand tht ita objects bare 
already been giveo in 


af the Uhoagh in ane with the abject 
H ht ia ane 
‘the percept is» momentary exivtent 
extend op tothe time ofthe thought 
patty whtam). 
‘And if it be allowed that there is aoroe single object 
of noerpisnnd sancier—<ompos tothe hoi ad ihe 
cehich could admit of » eorempandens for 

Pistia! perp (reeyietesdeporye, Cronght war 
ft fall antute the defition ef a actre of khowledge. 
‘because (1) tho idea has no reference to improasionn which 
right bavo proceded it in detarmaining the object, tbe case 
‘boing similar to that of « serve of relatively independent 
jimpresaions derived from an object"; and (2) bocause 
‘what han besa conseived in thought is espable of being 
‘appliod in action (adkyavaritaprépanayoggateat).—An 
if thought? is thus established aa x source af knowledge, 1 
‘mot be classed under the head of perosption, bectutn (1) 
the thougli-dtermiostioas by which the object 10 per~ 
ception is qualified sre not referred to the object through 
a mnddle larm (00 that the prooosn is not éxferenisal); 50d 
(2) bocanse it oocurs when argan and object are m contact, 
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Relation of ideas to the percept 


(eteakadsbdcrmerena).—In that cane, 


"Bat alibouys these determinstions of the percapt 
‘ro no lees prodiocd by the object (ertheja} than the pare 


‘of unqualiied pervtpt (sireikeipske), tho quale’ per 


‘apton of the object dose aot arise’ Uhroagt tho mere 


indriydthacarbn 
eoesenry. Thus condition (acoonisng to Sridbars) in the 


remembering of the word* which name the quelifcatian 


ia queston 


(qenerntod by a memory and not by organ-and-objeot? for 


‘perception to be classed under memory’ as being 
the part played by organ-xnd-objec ws elipecd (oyooahite) 


cobtest of orgen and object. A furibar oandition is 
the Buddlast objects, oughé not the thooght-olepent in 


and doea no’ oocur otherwise (oo that it aust be regarded 
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ty that of mecnory. The Naiptyike repli that eur 
‘Wary ciroummtances (eahabirin) do not oust the inherent 
‘power of the thing : yos would mot cay that the nood in 
hot the cause ofthe production of the shoot on the ground 
that itu ocligsed by saxibary conditions of growth ike 
-earth and water Bot what is the astetance (upaklra) 
Tendered by the memory of the word to the angen dnd 
-objeot, thet it ahould be called an "* aoxihary circum 
anos" ?--/Tha anewer is that, ne the thought- determina. 
palo Rage tag Poe pd 
e orgaa-and object, =o it correnpom 
tirly and mogaitrey to. the wordememory™ 
satsene raed bythe emery oie ongurandchet 
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‘people do aot talk sbout a atic with a mun, but 
‘a cuxn with 6 etick’: sad after thus reflecting on each of 
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‘mith the mince of words, distingmahen the ‘alas’ Gati, 
from he inate! (pe and rom to “or it) 
‘the mats by which « dass-oatare is recognised : but 
aa 1 the oolalogial charter of 
eely decal by ‘prédetion of the like’ 
jnaprasacotmikd jotib NS ILu.71) and seeme to bo 
Poet wo shold calle natural dss. weme hat te 
rte ‘earveraal was primarily « Vaiteyihe 
Aoctne; taogh Po Nylyordien ao owe i 
‘The Vaidegika Satrs teaches that wiminya and 
sileys are relative fo thowgbl in bah 
rhiam 11.3). The meaning of thu reets 10 be ex 
Dlained in the two following saéver which ecy that Being 
{ihdos att) a only aby, sds, nese 8 tbe grouod 
of inclusion only (onaortter ceo hetutott); while "being 
facies" 8 paki, od loge’ at 
both stindeyo end ily. Sire 6 sayy thal antngs 
revidos siewhary than 10 ‘ultimate difference’ ura 
réntyebhyo oivegedbyoh). The anivereal ‘Boing’ in what 
in maaDt when we assert exisience of substances, quali 
lube, and actions: itis « diferent thing from sobainnces, 
qunticn, and. sctions (érseyagupakermebhye’ rthtnte 
am atta Lii.8). Te in meither action poe quslity, because 
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similarly arguing the of the subordinste anivercals 
rovyateo, quaatea, and (ebirce 11-16), the 
‘action ooaindes with the amertion that Baing is one 
‘ecaamm ibe character of ‘eriieoce’ in not different (in tho 
‘yarious things which are said to exist), aod because thors 
in uo spociés ruark (chrough whish wo assert existence). 
‘Tho poroeptibility of niversala 12 asserted in. another 
passage (VS VEL. ij. 13)", but there seems to be m0 nate- 
‘ent that they are eterma" 

1 bas boon beld that VB Li 8 
fefty of the wevversal, and that therefore tha Sutra dooe 
ot touch the doctetse af the real univarel. But it a 
‘oat of the quostion to amert thie inthe face of the explicit 
‘atement of Li.8, and of the general sense of the w00- 
fon, Tee doctrine of the Sire ve fundasmentally that 
tangs by Pradestaptda 1a the BAdryo, 
sedi tl ew of ve, de, primary and sabe 

jaate, Tho averaal is a ‘within te proper 
phere’, dentical"” resident in more thas one 
stubatraic', and in what makes vs think of © thing ma 


Se eee 
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Being os a universal 196 


‘conforming ta its exsoane—whether the thing be ane in- 
dividual, ce two, or teany. In other words, wthoot 

















eens of thn ‘hat, and the other uni 
haposition or rmpression is thought of 
repetition, and tbereby the verte of part expericnooe ip 
ramarsbered, and wo Tealise that the factor of common 
‘esa which runs througls thera all (ekeanySpekpam » 
yed ansigetan) ic the upiversal. 


‘The primary vniverval (9poken of above) 6 the wni- 
erul "Boing" Catdndostnge, defen rim 0 tho 
‘thought of molusion (anxeytes)' only. Ax the renuls 





‘ono another, theze trims an identical thonght about: them 
all, viz that each of thers is blue’: and in the samme 
sway we have am identical about eubstanoes, qua- 
sore n'a et fe ad prtgeyoe 
vit, ‘i (eat sad si pratyopdnvertih), 
‘Ani this though tous! cone from something other tia 
+ qualities, nd actions, se och. This 

vera “Being! ;—the reahty 
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because itis the ground of s 
dient “sohtances earth and the rt: and to 0 
‘wpecten because 1f 0 ibe ground of a thought which ex; 
cludes substances from qualtties nod actions 

But these univereals, subsiadce-hood, ard the rest 
tare in the primary sense’ genera Cedmanyam), because 
‘hey compnte many things "13m in # necondary or Kane 
ferred sense (hakty®) thet they are celled “ideta’, rota 
‘the fect that they’ dflerentaaie their aubetrates ‘(rom 
wiber tangs). 

"That there v 
(paderthintaraten) trom wabeiance, quality, and netion ie 
‘establinhod by the difference in ther characters (lokqon- 
abhedit) And for Yau very reason (.e. tbat they are 
Afferent from rubtance, quality, and action), wn 
fre cfernal™ Ana univers are dyferent ‘from cach 
thor boceuse they are dotermined to residence in, sub- 

nees', ahd 40 00. end because the thought of ont 














rermals quomtitule x suparate x 














188 Peresption 


ineras) differs trom the thought of anctber universal. 
‘And each universal is owe, becaae iy abows no diferenco 
of cbaracter an rosiding in ia soveral substrates, and be- 
‘ateo there ia no character of differecce" 

‘Although univeraals hsve no determinate locstion 
(eparicchinnadedtei sdmdnyéni}, everthclest cach is 
‘bguitous within ile proper sphere” because the cond 
‘ond under ‘which each is monifeted are determinate 
(upelakyananiyamts), and. because there ip a definite 
totality af conditions requiate for the productzon of the 
individuals which tanieet the uorvoreal (eEraposdmogr 
iyondt" And union are not to by intioied 

tn spe (enanle empepadpte) emus they cannot 
reside there either by tiation of conjunction (nomyoga) 
Arby thet of inberanoe (eemarsya) 























‘the three categories of Ursvermality, Citum 
ti Inherenos, watch €iferetate them fro the other 
three categories, Bubstance, Quality, and Action 

“Mba three categones of University, Tiimate 
Ditlereaoe, sod nhercace beve the sharaccrisioe (2) 








In what sence Being is 130 


thst de Being conta ie shes sum see 
nature (sagsmesgtten); wre thought for 
Har sharsleidie uddhdedqonsies). (tN ihey 
pop 6) tat he, ae not cat; (8) that 
jo Hat Possess gets and species (ealmenyatiseys- 
‘attea); (8) that they are eternal; (7) that they sre Rot 
called ‘things’ (aridasebdanadatdAryaive)”. 

"The following observations roay be made under these 
seven bends: eed 

(1) Bubstances, quelitios, aod wots are beld to exist 
1p virtue of # universal “Bezog’ residing io them. In 
‘other words these taree catagories all erist 1m the samme 
ene0 * existetoe 18 a olate-notion applicable to all thoes 
gab sattcam—ex. 
sntence consists 1m boing unted with a universal ‘Being’ 
—au Setdharn expreeoes it But we oxcnot bring the uni- 
verssl ‘Being’ itself unier the rame class-concept : we 
feannot aay in this sense thas ‘Being is’. For shia will 
Toad to an infinite regress ( ), mnoe St means 
‘that Being bas u Being, which again bas » Being. . . ad 
nfinitum, Nor can we bring any of the other wniveraals 
unde s fare univers! without failing ini an ina 

Blue thi ‘blueness, but Blueneas 
oh pouees Lente doy for it the lator supposition 
‘wore wade’, there would be m0 limit to the multipti- 
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‘And similarly we must not sey thet the various um- 
eral ae all unreal in en of univer nate 
‘aniversal-hood’ (edmdnyeiea) beloogvag to all univernais 
as such.—-And yet we do say thet dis, that and the 
other univernal éziet: and wo do vay that this, ¢hat and 
the cer veal ey weer Dowe nok it a 
Yyervalining fonchon of imply = teal unsveresl 
“Being’ ‘reading in univeresis, and a real uni- 
vernal ‘universality’ which makes them sli like univer- 
fale? -Prasatapdde's reply ncn to sa7ng tint there 
{s really to universalising fanction of thought implied 
tm the amertion that the vanous umversls exist and an 
tho dengnation of them aller umoereals. Each ws unique 
{nt extotenoe and an its nature : and the use of « commen 
term, —'exsence’, ‘universal’ does not here apy any 
ral comamonilty of character 

(2) This probably means, as Gridhers explnine’, 
thas thought teal in the proof of the realty of the um 
val pins 6 by cord (cpreipennastn, 

adbhave ee sm lakyanain boing 
‘slosved by promdnam). Itza true that, on Pradastapida’s 
‘ew, the an:vervel is perceptible, snd therefore perception 
1a the meanw of knowledge (premdpa) by which we appte- 
hope it, Bot, im dentiag with ec opponent who refuses 
40 audit that the universal w.grvon in perception, the 
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sepia ne to the oinnalning faction of tng, 
tuanrtipratyaye. ‘an thie dhek Prada 
{aplda tli in oder to extabish the reality of the uni> 
= (@) The univer isnot anf thn sane ba it 
1s a submatence iodependent ofthe fodinduals in Whi 

1 inheros (kdrapUnopolqareabMdeatea). A whole (are 
yoo) an elec of whch tbe parts which it inheres 
ire the coustrtative cxnse eemardyikiraya). But thie 
nowt be amid of « umveredl, wien (unhke « whole) 

a before and after any indivadvel sm witch i 














wb 
here 

(4) A universal ia not « constitutive ceure, nor & none 
constitative cause (assmentysbircne). Tt rout bowevar 
te allower to be an occeaton or occestonal cause (noma 
ropa): for it in the occasion of our thoaght of the vm 
versal. 

(5) This us explained under (1) Sridbare however 
interprets sdmdngsrddege here as caning opeotfic ot a> 
‘ordinate universal, aparajtti. 

(6) Univerwals are sternal beouuse they endure while 
{ndeviduels arise and pervali. 

(1) By the writer's own convention Cexszcmayo) 
‘he word ‘thing’ suet applied to uesversals 

Ditnaga’s dialecte agumet thie reatutic new i 
preserved in a feagmont cried 1m the Servadordaxagam: 
Grohe" Pradaniaztiia doe Dot reply to eoy erilicam 
‘of the Kind which Disndge brings, | Bu Prabbtkars's 
doctrine seems to hve simlar crilicinan ia Tew. 

“Though the J8ts or claas-character in elerael, yok When 
4 new todviznal belonging to that case comes into exiat- 
‘40ce, what is broaght into existence .. . ip not the elses- 
charscier, which je ever preeets, but unly the relation 
{inberencs) of the individual to thet class-charecter 


Paate, Pare © 























kare differs from Pradastaplds in refusing to admit ead, 
“Bemng’, a6 a universel, apparently on the ground urged 
by the Bauddha oritic ss reported in the Sarvadarfand- 
savngraka, that there is no common form running 
rough things so diferent a» Mount Mera ands murtard- 


ROTION 31 -MEOOLKACTION, ATTENTION AND ABDOOLASION 


Tn & passage in the Nydyo-etins which discusnes 
it is suggested Geet that recollection ve brought 

ie land of conjunction between manae 

fand the soul. ‘The traces of past experience inhere in 
the soul, aad are ser ‘when mance makes coo- 
tact with the part (pradeda) of the soul conceened. Bee 





Tews ie aed a 


How mind rommons sp memories = MS 





Rese ol os eerie Scatter 
sarua from coniact af maxar with o part of the soul io 
‘which the knowiedge is ioherent. In wodern phrase, 
Teamory depends on ettaton to « pacar epee of 
txporionos : and we do nct attend to everything 

EP Nereis phrase, docgl amas’ Iecharsding 
(oibk), manas is ntomic: s0 that, though soul os wuclr 
ig potentially all- attention hans te actuality 
of knowledge to one thing st a time. It in then muggest- 
0d Uiat mange bes 20 go oatnde the body in order to 
Pak tac wh the rt ft hb wh 
knowledge revides'; bat ther the objection arises thet in 
the temporary absonce of mance the fanction of maintain 
ing bodily equilibrinas would fax! and s men would fell 
whonevar be was oocupive with atlending to hie memo- 
rien, (We solve precisely the seme dificulty by entrast- 
Iagiauch focied ws printing sqatidan "eh 
consoious process’). A soawer is that repid 
return of marae (rwift alierntion® of attention) may 
eet the cate : but thin i rejected on the ground that 
recollection may be x protracted process. But the truth 
in that manae always fonctions within the body (antak 
sarizaprttitead monossh—NS TT ii 26). Life ited, 
‘aq Vatoysyana eays (ad Toc.) ia the contact of mancr 
‘with ermbodied eoul - and there can be no question of the 
‘manar going ontaide the body. Tt might also be axked + 
‘whet sends it outside the body ond directs it fo & parti 
cular ‘place’ in the soul? If the soa directa the atéen- 
‘om, then the soul knows already and there is no nood of 
nttention! And yet it cannot be by chance that attention 
bits the mark : nor yet ean meee, the organ of sttantion 
itself koow where to go—for it is not the koower (the 
sou! is the knower}: and so it seems impossible to 
‘suppose 3 specific mode of contact between mance and 
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soul (Bee NS II.n.31—stmapreranayedrechajnatabhit 

"1a samyogaviéessh). But this line of objection 1 sot 
ids by the rOtre, because st proves too much : for when 
‘8 man’s atiention is concentrated on something else ani 
jhe huria bis toot, hia ationtion returns to hie body and be 
in conso00s oF the bart : but ibe objection just urged as 10 
impossibility of directed attention would apply to this 
toate, whioh is an unquestionable feot : and therefore ibot 
‘objection cammot be valid. (NS IIT.i1.33—eydaaktom- 
araih padevyathanena sasnyoganitesene samanam—It in 
the-aame ns the spectfio contact of monar with atmars 
‘which comes about fhrough injury to tho foot of x men 
‘whose attention in sbeoeked.) 

‘The rearop why we do fot romembar everything at 
‘once ja that, besides the contact of mars and tman 
tied the exinence of traces of past experience there are 
‘iim gation of ones pend, soneciatan 

a), wd 0 ion of wasocintes of vanout 
inde. These other canditiona not baing permanant bat 
Peoadional, differant reallections arte xt diferant tanicn, 
(NS TLL. it 28—premdAanettagddninenantm ayugopad- 
dhavtd aywgapatemcrayamn.) 

No attempt is made to reduce ‘nmsocration’ to tows 
bat stirs 49 enumerates twenty-two candatione’ of recall, 
‘namely : concontration, contest, repetition; signs (clasut- 
fed by Vitsytyans as fourfold—the comoined, as acioke 
‘is the mark of fire: the residont, as horns are the mark 
‘of & cow: the co-remdent, as hen i the snark of foot, 





























pioture reminds ua of a nan; potsesnon,. 28 property 
retomnds us of the owner and vice terse; dependence, a> 
Ieader and follower; immodiate seguence, ae in thingz 
‘which are to be done (each step reminds one of the next 
‘to bo taken); coparation, wlach makes ¢ man think of the 
person from whom he 1 separated: wntty of funciwon, as 
‘one men who does anything makes ua think of another 


‘who does the ame thing; enmity, we of two rivals on 
‘orninds us of the other; excess, which reminds ox of that 
‘winch the excess ia genersted (VSiayByane gives 20 
lustrition, and rt w pot clear what be bas in und); 
acquisition, which reminds us of the sonrce from which 
(ho thing hue been got: covering, as.& scabbard reminds wt 
fa aword: pleasure-pase, wtich reminds us of their 
devi ond areenon. for a man reeolicots what he 
ka; fear, which makes un think of the source 
supphancy reminds ws of things ampplionted, 
such as food or clothing; ection, as & chariot raminie us of 
the charicteer; looe, for a man thinks of the wornan bo 
lavou; merit and dement, for as the remolt of merit there 
a memory of another birth end im thie Ife retention of 
what las been read or heard; and as the reeult at demerit 
4 man remembers tbe instruments of previously exper 
ced pain (the explanation of thie last rubric remains 
obscare). 

‘The enumeration 1 interesting. Tt contains tt leant 
three diferent classes af ‘conditions of recall’, vis. —(L} 
‘concentration, context, and repetition. Concentration, 
1 defived as the application of atiention (manasa dhara- 
tam) through desire to remember; or, thinking of the 
Toarks of he thing to be remembered (ruemirptaNage- 
cintarin). " Conteris the cotnection of topics 19 aaingle 
Barc Repitin meno xi] donne oe 
‘which is produced by repetition end is a quality 
eoul (sdhgésajanstah somekira Atmegapah). 





















346 Perception 





(8) Associated objects. The sungle head Kiga, in 

ing fourteld meaning as mnierpreted by Vstayhyacs. will 

of the other casoa of smocintion. 

Most of the cases would be classed ae ‘msocintion hy 

igulty’ i peychology. But ‘likencas', and 

‘similanity of function’ woold 

‘by sumilarity.' ‘Context’ might 

te clatsed bore under the general head of ‘contiguous 

‘sociation’, but rmplies a “mental sot’ or attitade which 
rmokoo if 9 Claes apart. 





Pleasure-paid, denré-aversion, fear, love 
iy belong here, “Separton and ‘pple,’ 
perhaps, an implyiog ‘moods which inci 
Teall, ora related to this heed. 

‘Tmmmediate sequence’ smplies constive unty, whieh 
relator it to ‘gontext’ and ‘concentration’. ‘Rapettion” 
‘eally belongs to a class spect, an boing a condition of re- 
‘eotion ratber than en oncaaiot of recall sad the anytholo- 

al rubrio of ‘ment-deinent’ (which would stsud for 
Inherited oad instroctive disposstion, xn modern phrase- 
logy) should go along with ‘repetition’, 





CHAPTER M1 
‘INFERENCE 


athe letporeahon srinidhem exumtnar, plroesee 
<r epeaed oemengets tien oo 


tad idatn ketadtharonaych sdmorthyarn paramasik- 
‘nam dubthabothen poritertpovadoniyan 


‘Tee pce at, td hn arn, f toe es eye cr Lowey 
ie tnd he frente te aptegum, aed fe hess oe 
‘een man of agen rrp Cte of 
tle wre Paw peeuon, on Uanent eomeptonb 
riopate ‘Tho whet ef ess. Be al ged ld tym ot 
7begua-bynguie sstnach Poly yur od Poly Rages 
(gree wlogee—Oliyeuian' cote of fe migrant oO 
rats by te baig ot arodlran's Vieng S's etc 
Dinners dicts a hy! someyombtndhaane 





SRCTION 1 NATURE AND YAAfETURS oF UArARENCR 


‘The eatliest Tndien formulation of inference which 
‘hus eurvived ia probably thet contained in the Vaierika 
Saira*. Inference i there defined as laihgihare dram, 
“knowledge frot « mars or sign’. This inferential mark 
—amiddle term—in of two kinds; dratars Tisgam on the 
‘one hand; and adretam or saménynte drefots Nigam on 
the other band. The ‘mark’ functions inferentially in 
vires of cain va reson i which thing sand fo 





Mg Toference 









mnference, with one dubious excephon (VS IX. 
tha absence of any. docteime of tbe “members” of the 
sgllgias, which plays wo large «part x the Nrtya 
a. "The Nydys Stra usee the word ise, but 
ita regular word is hete, reso or ground, Te 
tteasee tbe faveticn-of the ‘example, making inference 
furn on resemblance (s2harmyo), And, instead 
of naming rea celations ax the haar» of inference, 
3H dehis the function of the “hate throug the 
tion of ‘probetveness’ (stdhyarddhona), 

el from Vikenes to examples (addherapsstdharm: 
doctrine af tho Nysya Sttra probably re. 

later phase of ‘developsvent thon that of 








the Vailepike-sitre ; and it sizods for 8 different way of 
Shining, ray, lshoggh the way ayacretim of tho two 
vob sured the instal differeace io standpoics. 





tres interested zo the rofereDtial procoen 

8 00h, the Nydya fs interested rm demanstration 
‘the Vollepka tbarclore Sid tot loraalaie a eyllayinen 
which fs casantially the form of argusoent rather than of 
inferences and he did not think of infermica as an appeal 
to examples, but based it directly on tbe real relations of 
things. The Naiyéyita, co the otber hand, was from frat 
to last's tivkika, © diepulant, and therefore thought in 
ferme of argument: with the result that he attached ex- 
aguersted Importance to examples, as the yostrament for 
confating an adveriary. Hed Tadian logic developed on 
8 bani of the Vai it woald baye been 3 very 
different thing in all probability : sod perhaps it wosld 
hore givens truer soomunt of te ental nature of n- 























Drija aed stmangato dra uo 


through an inferential marks ig where this is (a) effect of, 
{0 exo of, (0) eoitand wh, WD eppand to (9 10: 


in, that " ( 
tirahi somatti cet eam)” Tak tte ae ety 
recognised two different kinds of the inference based of 
‘theas teal relations, accoriing as the ‘mark’ is 'scen’ oF 
“unseen’ (the latter case w commonly described a ‘wen 
from likenees’). ‘These two typer of woference (érate- 
haga and adrstalitga or sdmanpato dretalitga) are_re- 
erred to 1m numerous sftras (e.g. ILi.8, 10, 16, 16; 
iL, 7): and the principal examples of the applic 
the later type of inference ero the arguments proviog. the 
existanco of a soul ns the mubstrate of the paychienl 
qualities and the existence of wiod ax the mubatrate of hot 
cold touch, "These are two of tbe mine substances 
(draryo) which tho rester recognises. They are botlt 
imperceptible, although theie qualties nre ay 
cand therefore‘thotr existeanc as to be osttblinbod by an 
inferene, | ot plasty will mot bean infeenge ofthe 
cordary lkind which extnblishes the finpereeptibla 
Spence We neccaiy of sdttiingw peta ype of fees 
forthe pmzpore. 

‘Tine twofold @rrinon of inferenen is found also in 
‘thor carly rebools, and mes have been borrowed by them 
from the Vasterie. Sabara in his Bhdgye® on the 
Afimimsa says‘ Taference is of two Kin 
which the relation bin been experienced in peroeption 
igato-dertasembandhe}, nod thet. in which it ix 
experienced from likeness | Cetmitngeto-dretaxeniboa- 
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As an example of the former class Sabara gives the 
inference from stoke to fire: 36 60 example of the latter 
‘the infereneo that the eon moves frow the fact that it 


Ser spaasieel Yaluto gion ti tome ene 
of namangato dette con ma “The point of the ex 
‘imple in thet the movement af the heavenly bode is 0 
thing beyond direct experence. et the orginal eppli- 
estion of thus type of infereoce 2 to someting which 
trasnoends expeiooes in & teoee than thin and 
the Suthye Kirklees 6 & 6) poarer eth or 
ldo when 1 wy, oie I ie 
{lyi rtranenant Roe ol hogy bye 
the "unsee omer fram admBngatosya mletenoe 
Gaujaplds me giving the right artratlon when he myn 
‘hab the exiseoce of pratt nod peruge in thus inferred. 
‘Toe Aiesection then wes orely» vr el aad 
tmportant one. aikeibeattre ote ab h 
lira ef te sanpeto- det type ta done ne Tea 
setnte or epecihe conelanonsdmenyato drefde ee 
fogak!—and thon in perbape the remson for the wane 
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ea to {, par. From payscal gua yor ca 
‘ler the expan ofc mabboaie® aol yoy and dds 
scriptural authority fr eaying Ha he "wala tin sabe 
fate: but the faference in vol tells you nothung a8 $2 
{he preciso ate of thie acttrate, Winch, ws tous n> 
ferred, remains que indelermanete. 

The ditincion es thus ndertod is prsceved ntact, 
by Vitaydyane in oze of the te ofere 
af the term stnaaycsodiyfe in. NS 116; thoogh it 
reamninsdoubthal whether thm was the ral eeniog of the 
{ra.” Ana ilwtraia of thie nese of te tem he 

5 he ent Fn pc! cuit he eu 
love of 














Fin snlyais of this riod of anference ip 
‘worth not "atmbngato dri, wim etrpret- 
lingatitgmok sambenche hexacid arthena ihge- 


te stndnyle epatychye hg! gosyste,yathocAa 
ihin'ctma” scchedayo gundh, gayde ca. dvoryanamhe 
hinah tod yd eplte sthénem, 8 Simei” The 
finanyals, le Noteratee ia’ goers, tbe rdation 
beret toe Mark nod the Subjer ot. tig pee 

faved. an unperocived abject ib snfened fro the 
Fem  he Br ko emeting?: aa Uae Bo afer 
Arona dene tod the Hee. “Desire end 

ites ud qalites ve gromied 
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‘whioh is the ground of these qualtiea of desire and the 
Uke, 18 the Soot 
‘The Sith sphorism of the Nyéye-shira mbetizaies « 
threfold divinan of tafereane for the twofold dision 
Which we have just been conadering : ned the meaning 
- Biba te whih ae pereen ett, sd td 
ita was already obeonre to Vativayana, 
res aorta explanation of thf ejects 
‘ns permeable, it mary ot admbeyate 
‘ean tor the stirechiva just whet it maant in the Pai 
Seqube-ttra; ad that bie inzoration comnisted. in furtiee 
sabdiviting the other clan of mnference, dyetalitge, into 
tyro heada, plrescat and drsavet. Av ruterencos ara made 
in the Saéra itaalf® to inference by vhminetina or reei- 
dduen or disjunction—poridegenxméne—it m paws Slit 
egarat tas this wewning : and this 1x ne of Vatayh- 
yena'e alternative explanatione, In that cue ven my 
See ensayo een ea 
eer he ante 


‘rai Bnew ech 
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ne rome fad cremains cna bong the tre matt 
Sages re naee ce Om ce steel dtven na? 
Wide Pan Eats se a 
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sci ote somes! wmaing of phroee! Vuiysyece'r 
lanation : yothapcrears pratyctyabhélapor anyocara 
dordanona'nyatarasga'pratyakrarya’numixai, yathd 
abGmena’gnit. "'Parcorst inforence is where, of two 

le abjesta such as have beeo before experienced, 
the wight of one lends tm the snfeaence of the other which i 
‘bot perceived: aa fre ix inferred through amoke: ‘That 
18 to may, pSrocoat inference camprines normal inferences 
of every ‘kind (deate-higa); wetting aside elimaative m+ 











ferences whieh the aatra-btre has found x necessiry 40 
treat an a class epary, themby innovsting an the Vesiog- 
‘ho-s8ira, whicl either had not noted those or had not re~ 


‘garded them wx emhodying ang évetinct principle, For all 
practical purposes the écpaeat form 1s disregarded by the 
fasybyoha Insel. 

‘The alternative explains which Vataynyana 
offers of the three teria are thet plrrarat 28 mferenoe 
from what preceded, that 1s from cause to effect, a8 whan 
wa infor that therw wil be raxn, from ctouds; derneat 36 
inference frots what followed, thas me frozawlloc Ws caura, 
an when we iofer thet 1 bes rated, frow tix vwvallen 
river simdnyato deta w xs when. we wofer thet the eum 
moves though we have never soca st moving, om the 
{ground tat when we ree something m ove place which 
‘We naw previously in gooter placa Drere es ways beet 
‘movement, preceding’. 


nae Unt dy dca oan ee nto oe enc ott a Het 











fry Informnes 


_, Pratastapida supplements the dotrines of the Vai- 
devs by thws of the Nye. and develops now loge 
onooptions 1m his interpretsiions ne BOUTUE. 
He ecoopts from the gaya the doctrine of the exarzple, 
‘and develope into & ofaco of inference, ne Will be shown 
later. He mupplementa the Vasdertka notion of the tiga, 
and of the real relations which provide the bosin of 
Inlerence, by taking over the Naiyéyika notion of probi- 
luveuess; tad be attempts to make thw notion more defi- 
taste by concerving all inference to rest on acindbhies, oF 
eseparnble connection of characters. And in the light of 
this doctrige of inseparable copnecivon he Sxes tho for 
miula for premise’, whic: really wearpe the hupe- 

siyayhe's sdiharena or waiatcent of probn- 
on ped from Whence to exemplen Te ret of 
section de Pradastephda's sistemente relative 
te the ‘of inference, the relation through which 
tie inferential merk functions, snd the two kinds at 
inference. 

i) The praceas or “instrument” of inference 
PBh p.205 110." Pho formule (oihs) ty "Where 
here m erooke, there there fin) * and 

1m the abeonoe of fire stoke elo devs not oscur'. TH 
Phe caso of person who knows the conection 1m thas 
‘way (prasiddhasemagarge), the conviction of fire stisee, 
a the “evult of an und-ubted expe-ience =f emoke and nk 
tho ronult of remembering the gecompantinent of aniche 
pad gemetgpenten ll 


ca renihgrmensrs epi by 
scion penhtvnt hort bas Bon te 
iS treed Ivey 

Pesala, the bs couse oy steopelw net 
Rehan ty cag the pornagh Dean's 
eer RE ee ee 
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sfinition, as quoted by Uddyotak 
farchadeion tates wemtion, 
thing se nesparably encosried ts the inert of tm 
farene, for sync who knows his inasparhl connec. 
fiat "Bt the angazment that Pradastapeta borvwed 
tua prasiddhceamayeeye from Difnign’s fade itok would 
prove too much. For iy paral phrase 
ccars in the defimtion of inference giveu i Gabare 
Bhdiga’—onamdnask  jadlasembandharya  chodedad- 
rdandi chadelénvare ‘sanbvbrete’ rte buddhib. And it 
‘Would not be suggested trot Sebara, of the epttsidra trom 
‘whom be appears to be guoting bere. wm cancoaling hit 
idan’ dk by changing te phrue 
‘tispistombesdhaeye,  Teseene lo ere tse cocaae 
to the loge of the siroe tn insert into the definition of the 
‘atrureent of inference a proviso that the parson draming 
the inference should be aveare of the relation betwoen the 
term which makes the inferesce pornbe, 

"The expeneccs of moka most hw undoubted, 
Decaune af Fou aze Dat were whethor whet you nOW fee Ak 
naoke or tis your‘ Mart” wil be n fallacy ofthe sat, 
feserted by Prvtetpids thhtntndiha! NK 
lat.» B. 

Sridhara points out that the inetrumect of the 
rnferontial conehunoo 3s ecconding to this passage the 
txperienen of the smoke (he mid tem) together seth 
the mercory af fhe universal conection (opépe). ‘This 
he nay lees ros forthe hgapertmaris (in tin 
form rahnicpapyadhomaaets ayes poreatah—in thi bi 
thore 1 smoke-pervided-by-fr0)—which sccording to fhe 
‘euchmig of Uddyotakara ws the instrument of the snferen- 
tial couelovion : and the sialement of which is assigood as 
‘the epecsalfucctica of the spaxeys or fourth member of 
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ho llogzam, as distuogwssbed (rom the statement of the 
Faga nau property ofthe pakgo which is commonly anige= 
‘dna tho Fanotion of tbe eoooed zaember of the syllogea 
(paigedharmald)Sridbare mys th ibe Vs tke bus 
owe for since tha eon 
tloion 1» wade posible eeysptiomarans- 
‘bhyam eco—simply through. ocing tho Alark und re 
amambering the coonection. Tie adda Una the upaneye OF 
fourth member ofthe sylognem doen not becorne funtion 
Jesw on this aceoant : for thie member 2 put forward, 
‘umfereuce for aagtber’, fer the yrrpowe of conveying 
putedbonatt—toe rida of Mn Svc ae 
conveyed by the other members (seayansntarsi apra- 
pedi pateadharatonye ‘ruipadanetham para 
thenumdar taryepanyasst, NK p 208 1. 18).—For, 
00 the Pevlapiks view, tbr fanction of the apadete of 
econd member i the bare stabenent of the linge, and not 
Se sect ae ‘elong to the wbjoct (pakandhar 


(i) The elation om whcck inferene: fr quanded 

Bh p20 114. "Tous the Mark 1» someting 

ms ‘conneried wath something, 

tlc i evecy tse and place (sorcatra dedakdlasinabhsitrat 
iterany litgom). Tbe mention ofthe caasal relation 

‘ne grounds of infereoce in ihe Vassesiha 

‘Satzo (IX.ti.1) w by way of illostration and ip bot meant 

‘00 exhsoxtve sintement of she grosnde of inference 

Gadardandrthane briath wasedharensrtham) : for we fd 

other relations besides thowe mentioned {used an gravida 
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repeating the sucnficis! formuls wo safer the prewance of 
(Ctacrfcing priat, whois conoraied from wew : tba ring 
‘of the moon is the inferential Mark from which we infer 
the rise of the ace and the bloowing of the lotus: and 
calm weiers ia the autumn are the Mark of Ove rising of 
‘the lar Canopus’. 

“All euch cases are onmpreheaded in the words 
“eayedam’, “thin we related to tnt’, of aftre IX..1, for 
those words refer fo relation m2 general (not to this oe thet 
asticula type of relation wach as esuaahsy or identity)" 
‘aqyedasn Koryers Rérosevie sevuyags errodhi semavdyi cots 
leingikam, “Pretastsphde would soterpret this: " In- 
ferential knowiedgo arcs where ‘the is rated to that'— 
uo effect, cause, cobjorned, constitntive of foe 
frorent, ete" ‘The view of the airs agasit which be 
1 arguing roterpreta t «x meening thst the grounds of 
Anferenco ean bo rwinced to a lemited number of real rele- 
toons. Now ths cotwsponds with ahe view which Dine 
‘ig and wobaequeat Bauddha lypetens tock of inference, 
‘eanept that they reduced the real postive relations, ot 
‘wach thy supposed al feree fo be gronnded apa 
‘row inferenen from noo-percepion, anupalabah, Yo the 
‘go ral relatvann of cxunality and dentaly (harpakeran 
‘dondva aod t8dAtmys), mn place. of the rxiber sncoberent 
list given in the Vasicrks Sirs. Pratestaphdn’s ora 
tment here ia therefore rightly connected by @rtdbara 
‘th he cntoneny betwee the Bauddhar aie ot 
ox wchoo! 1s to ‘natare of inrepsrabie connee- 
‘aon (seindb dea) and the macana by which wo arrive at 
scuowadge of tt (eySptigrakepaya, to vee tbe phrase ot » 
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Inter poried)’. But there is nothing to show thet 
‘Pradosiapids bad in view the dectrine 28 tangt by Dui- 
ngs. He docs not mention Ditiakgn’s twofold classifica. 
tion of relations. 


(0) Phe too types of inference—drtta ond 
aBmanyoto drt 


PBh. p.208 1.19.“ The inferentaal zaark is of two 

‘ends: that which 1s direetly experi- 
qpoed, and thet which ie expererioed from hikenens 
Carafor rgtarh ca). Whero there is complete 
idennty’ of Ind between the property ae known 10 the 
example, and the proporty as 12 to be proved (prasid~ 
dhaandhgeyoh the inference (anurans i of the fr, 
inet land (ira for instance, from the expeionce of fort 
2 domlap (efenimatra) 10 nothing but » cow geey evr), 
‘wo infer in another place ao that x crenture i 8 cow from 
seeing jost a dewlap*. 
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P, 906 1. “"Where there is compte dir. 
sed tnd SE end btn the oper 
expersenced and the property to be proveil, the unferebce 
ia from oonoomitance of the gouersl nature of the propery 
40 be inferred with the geooral ature of the tnferentin! 
mark, (sganumeyedharmentmanpansertita “Ruvtt- 
nam)" and this in adményato drsfom. 

“Por example, finding {rom experience that the ncti- 
vily of faemery, mecchasts, and oficinls has a result 
(pkalavattra), we infer that the actuvriy of hermita haa 
reault, t00, although we cannot point to the molivr an 
fonoething that hs actually fallen within our experience: 
(arriane proyojenams envcdfelge) 

‘The dixcingunhing charactor of the slimtnyat 
ata argument given by Prafertapaa is that we ere argu: 
ing from one sort of actinty which wa have experienced 
to another wrt of actury of which we havo mo expersence, 
Tn the dyytdnumana on the other hand we are argumg 
rom one cow to another ome, 1.8. from one thing tor 
another ling of azschly the same sort. We have never 
experienced the motreos of hermita” activities but we 
lave expanience at the motives of warldly men’s activi- 
then aid we extonl the eounuction betwixt activity atl 
aotive which has been experiesced va one clasa to obbe? 
rarin of activity, 1m whuch such conmectiow thas nut Ixen 
experienced. ‘The aiidnyeio dryte wnlerence wv much 
moro eunairoctive or proactive, muck less purely repro- 
ductive or repetitive, than the dela inferonce. ‘The 
former js an inference to the relatively novel, while the 
latter deals merely with sopetiGans of Ue ‘old. The 
séaangato drria looks Jom cagzat in form, but is more 
dake rel and valuable inforenee an fat. 
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P. Bh. p. 206. “This 1 inference for ouesclf 
(mamisigiien anaeon) 

‘The distinction between inference as a thonght- 
process im ona's own mind, xd that procees expressed 12 
Sirk ia omaomcen i oii oe ite me 
‘and is already coptained in Vatayasane’s distinction bet- 
‘revo arn the one Mind Sod nga aha 
tage or polesropseopepannsediye Uo oxher band 
‘But in defining the sxsysvas, or Members of the 
fulye the Setrekav, ages ook eop We owe caagh de 
tinct, iw defimbons being sometoes rather defimibons 
‘of aapecte of the imferental procoms (premise 1a * iofer= 
‘ence for oneself), than defimtions of those propositions 
(verbal expressions of premier) which alone can form 
mt of & bdkya, & probative staleiwent, This, ax we 
warn from Uddyotekara and Vacarpats Midrn, ‘oxpowcd! 
bim to the criticism of Vasubandhu* and theeo 
‘enous would perlinps deaw attention to the nosenetty 
‘of minking more explicit than Valeyayana had done the 
distinction between inference in itself and the expression 
of 1 io words. It does not seem, in the light of there 
‘considecations, that there can le any question of priority 
Tint dante Rice t 
: Erg Aad 
ay tenerere emer aces, ieeraare 
ee ‘ya they. vara = Spe meme 
eter tee 































(Nylps, or demonstration tor. 


of discovery as between Prasestapsda and Dusnige. Nor 

clear Ghat there is ay connection between the reeag- 
nition of the distinction between redrthanwmdna amt 
porirthinvmsna, and the devval of the claim of verbal 
Testimony to be’a eoparate source of knawledge!, Tt 
was inevitable that all schools should draw the diatineti 
between inference in the mind and inference expressed in 
woris,—whether or not they sdmutied ‘Testitony an ® 
Pramas of instrament af valid cogeition. 











AXCTION 4. THE “NTEXA", O8 DUMONETIATIVR DOETHION 


‘The formulation of the fixe-membered waterent! 
is apparenily the achievement trom whiet the Nyaye 
fyntem took ive mame ‘The word mpdya mennt ‘roethod 
‘td the five-membered statement becanie the method for 
the Netyayska—partmuo piped, an Vateydyann cals it 
the brief account of 3¢ gvven in his commeat on the open= 
Ing stm’. “Other * mydyes”, or metheds of debate wid 
sequent, had Been, prevalens on eather mehonts, and 
Mibytsnee hime romain of cain mcptyh'sor 
teachers of mevbod—for it 1+ 9 mistake to take the term 
There m ifs Inter nenme nf tenchera of the Nigdyt syolens— 
‘who reckan ten members mm the ° statement" by fnolnd- 
in, 98 parts of thre meth, the desire fo know, the enh, 
‘the belief in the porsibility of e solution’, the pi 
and the dimpelling of the doubts. The second snd the 
foneth of these aie enumerated arsong the topiew or“ exter 
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gras’ of the Nyfys Sétra, but aot sx ‘ avayane’s' or 
ey pea Sg 
“members * ate an the pryah 
car of race; wel Wey ba no pueda eel 
‘analyeis of argument : and Vateyhvana, in rejecting? 
hem on the ground that they are not organ 
{ekadese, bhige, ehge) of tbo probative 
{eddighnthye) a not beng intremeste wm proving the 
thing’ (avddhanam arthasya), is recognising the dit 
‘imetion which we should make between the properly 
logical nnd the merely peyebolugieal fuetors an the reason 
ng process 

Ts seems ear shat the lopping off, on Ui priociple, 
of the superfinaos or non-logica) members of the ‘npdya’ 
‘wan an fect 6 very inporiant aebvevement, Tt rarke the 
‘ransition tro  pre-logical to a truly logical stage of 
rofectin upon the proce of reaonog, tl ry a 
‘other the achool which took shis step uo be regard ante 
founders of the eyllogistio art ma Todin. ‘The citer 
ytya” formula for the condack of 
debate end enncet clara the name of ssliogits. Ts wae 0 
methoilised debate rather thao w formulation of the rro- 
cena of rmaroning : and tho *logie *of the penod was Dot 
logic nt al, but 8 convewtions! methodology of dieunsing 
‘Thie w elcar from an examination of the arguments in 
such works aa the Kathacatthe, of from 1 conniderstion 
‘of the tex-membered ‘ eplloguae * of the early Jaina 

can wet ont by Bhadrabeho', 














ter Pam erie eet gee, 
spexapes gpemans penn bet ah 2 Nab te 


Why fos premizes? 388 





‘The * npdya "i ite origin, was aot 5‘ syllogaan* 
ind tee eek wom een he eed 
fg verbal expression of an inference, as Pradeaptn 

inne regarded i. According to these writers 
Sod all he lnat wchools, the wpoge wan aizply the 
regular exprewion, for the information of another (perd1- 
tha), of a infereoce -which oop bas dessa for cnet 
(epartha-, o¢ soanidcsidrtka-, anumaxs). And it am wi 
hin stage that the quesison begine to arise, why shoald 
inforeace for, another have five member? It goemed 
‘cbvious thas * inference for oneself * irmphed in addtinon 
to the conshosion only two factare, corremponding ta the 
‘two precise! of the Aritoteliet syllogivm. What 
factorn in inference are expresand by the other two en- 
‘ern! sn the ape? 

Either the feta or the wpawsye, on the one Ini, 
sand eiber the prabjdd or the mgamas on the other 
Jaan, wo seu to hve nothing to expron. 

‘The reason, why tha vo-allod Tncban yflogwen, the 
pahedeayave-vabye, bad Eve rembers, a» partly to be 
found 1a fim hustory. ‘The exrler npbya’s were not 
‘ylloguum, noe aver parerthonemans, Le., comsomon- 
‘hen of mferenen to azother. ‘They ‘were’ convention 
forrn of debate, and the norcher of the " members” 
depended on the convention of @ partaculsr setoo! + there 
‘was no logical reason why the number shoutd be an im 
‘the earlier mathindology . and perhape it was not a purely 

‘reason which gave the myépa five member ia the 
‘Nytga Sttro,—rather than three. ‘The two additional 
‘members may well have boen « legaoy from the ext 
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outhodology. Tt is noteworthy that the author of the 
Nylye Stitra does not connect bis doctrine of the * mem- 
bere with the topte of inference; and Vatsy8yane rake 
‘it phun io several passages that he conceived th 
method * oF the five-membered statement 08 something 
faore then, though melasive of, inference, ‘Thus, an 
identifying mytysoidyt or mytyeddstra with the dnetisi- 
1M of the cartier literature, he asks in thi 
nytys? Nydya is the enquiry into ¢ 
trumenis of valid cognition (pramanair arthaparthqa- 
navi nyayeh), ‘Tha enquiry or enothes conoiets in 
inference Telsing on perception and testymony . it is the 
aabrequent smocstigation (enrikqansm) into something 
ended (Hhytesye) by perception and testimony . 

‘nnd the sciences which works with thin anelted is dnetkgikt 
that in to my it iv nyiynridy® ot moGietra—the teiesca or 
art of logical method’ "At a ater point in the come 
ment on thia same retret he attempts to identify each 
‘of the four members of the paiiedrayenordtya (excluding 
‘of coure the couclusion) with one or other af tho four 
recognised matruments of engnition, nwerting that “the 
tion ia testimony. the Ranson in inference, the 
Example is perception, the Apphostion ve analogy. ° The 
Canchision tets forth the ecmpetencr or cogency of all of 
these acting unttedly on n siogle object. ‘This in the 
prime method, the ‘peramangipa’'.—He npeoks, to 
Preciscly the aame effect in ancther”pasage’ "In 
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the watecxat which m the of she members 
Sagi coopera ombheye to csc he me 

sie nome Be i 
Sram (thea is alows. ‘The pa 
Operation (entbhav) isa lalows, ‘Toe Propoutios hax 
anljec-nntier which belenge vo crediie testimony 
Uabdayayt pravjiGa). Owing to the fact that such 
testimony facts) oppress by Perseptan nd 
Inferege, and bono the matement angen but 
tmopred par tunng rted lone as wld Slopes? 
ta howe gy there wr oneenee nt fr of 




















‘the Reason, an the result of para (to the 
Present cai) "ta an, cxanple ‘isan at 
subject-matter which belongs to siya 
tevtozom ofsheresans sete is & tp eoetiing teen 


RE Mlas es non teve em ona Cn te infer 
ence) The Application ix vince it appires (the 
‘cxample) on the form * vn an this " (xpemiinam wponayah, 
tathety wpasamsheraeh, "."* 

Tn thea Vatnytynon clonrly trate tho five: 
tonmbered salem tex ected (nyopa) Cong web 
all four instruments of lnowlege ere brought to beor ot 
A amngle object. And he clearly thinks of it on more 
than inforgace or the expression in words of inference : 
for tho infereatial clemant oe identfied with oDly ob 
somber. ty tw or reasoo—Bt inference caanot be 
abstracted from perception, nd this fkct i 

ine 1 the stokes enon of Siren 
tatpireaks, a on. vineo 

iris daria rr ata 

Drovent case (S30, this roally ai le reoggnition of 





the Proposition (an indefensible position, unless we are 
Dress fo foal the npiya "ae e eied which ix 
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valid only when it confirms that for which wo already 
havo authoritative testimony), an snalysis of what is 
implied in inference, ansming, would have led fo some 

formulation of inference as the * nytya' which 
‘Viteylyans bere trests 26 something more than infer- 


sdaimble form 
‘based on « previous induction'. But the five-men- 
tre formsle ws nfense by is hinorcl eign a 8 
‘"xplye which was methodological rather than logical, 
tnd ‘its structure mast be , 








‘omples hue :— 
1, X (the example) ¥ (the nngstive example) 
M. ‘ig non-M. 
9. X (We examph) —__Y (the negative example) 
isP. is non-P. 





The Sgltogiom ond ie members 107 





Single meter aay, the “Psa (odthorene 
ama) and vrei le oh raphy ok 
Tro metry, i ihr et or a ih 





and not 





Sats bmepeel by ee pee @ oe aoe 
ooo oe ‘perinon it 
Ee promanee 


fuomow & ux mrsoane, 4 macnn 
Pradaai ‘eylloginra’ (s a 
o_o 


hanno) 
Defwiin of parhamuntna 
PBh, pp. 231252,“ Infarence for another 1 the oots= 
Peamcatio, dhrvagh the “Snemem- 
‘ered wistement, of a thing for onesalf. ‘The 
coramonieatian is to persons who are in doubé or are of 
‘ontrary opinion or are ignorant; and is to be understood 
taking place through the five-membered statement and 
in no other way (¢ea}*. 
The Five ‘ members * 
@ Proposition 
“The Members, then, are the 
#80), the Reason (apadefe), the Bxerpliiat 
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tuna), the Application (onssosidhanc). and the Concin- 
a peasekion sa oltig teeth of 
‘a probandum' which ia not contradicted (by any in- 
tcament of Koowldgs). Tat in, itis tho bare wtting 
forth, with a view to commenicating tht to which the 
Deterling of tases o adie 
knowledge of which 3 8 canvey (prt 
ravadhormaoitrianys dherniinah) 
PWind is « sobstance®. 
(0) The Reason 
+" tha Reason m the mectiong of the Mark for 
middle arm, ML). That whic scoompannce the probare 
um’ ip found in ite general oalure (elmdnyena) 
hers in whst ia like the probandum, and 
iru euch (aed esc" aad ‘srr 
rent) x everybing the pre 
filed a Mata Ube merdioning of this the Roe 
For example, "because of pomession of moverent" 
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“ling ia 
. present in tbe praban- 
dum; is found in what is Uke the proboedum— posses- 
sion ‘of quabitice " being found in everything like the 
_probendum, ‘possemion of movement” in notall (ie. 
dome) things like the probendum'; and isin both 
casoe—-slways absent in that which is not substence, 
‘Thorefare tho mentioning of these is the Reason... 
(At this point occur the fang passage dealing with 
‘Falleoious Ressoas, which ia translated bolow, p. 199.) 
(tid) The Bxemphfioation 

“ The Exemplitcation ie of two kinds, through hke- 
‘beso tnd through uolikenews. OF these, exemplifiontion 
‘through Tikeness is the showing (dardena) of the fact this 
he Mari; in ite geoeral charactor, ie constant we 
companied’ by ‘ihe probandum'’ in ite general 
‘cburacter _(onsme; ngestedngarptanoy 
‘@hinadartonom) : for example, ‘whst ponseeses mov0- 
tment in goon" ta be a substance, as an arrow * (yat kiya 
eat tod dracyarh dralenk, paths éarah). 

“And exorapluication through: unlikeness isthe 
showing of the sbsence of the Murk where ere te 
diflerence from the probondwm ; for exemple, ‘ what 
ja _nonrubstance dose not possess morerent,—as 

ing (satta)” 
(The next paregraph desis with Fallncious Hxeta- 











pidatoes and hee beeo translated below, p. 990.) 
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(io) The Application 
“Tho Application (emuzamdéna) is the bringing 

bear (aneanSyons) ew toe Bunject (oseneya) af ihe 
Mark, io Sea goueral uatare, es ween (ia) together 
ith he Property Comumey), in ite general nature, 
Se tinamen oogh wht opp zs ars 

statement w to 
Mea otich tar Bors bon “heatoned ase mers 
Frere of the Subject (onameys. dharmamatrotend- 
sa that ite competency to prove the eccelusion 
‘was before uoapprehended,—but in its general cheracter 
(Ce. init ampet as ¢ univers! o compen characte) 
ren a tho Example az acompenied ty the 

froved (ebdbyodharme’ 

ct ‘soveeett” sh to bape 


v= trying 9 find for the fourth 
‘meosber of the ayllogum e futetion aiatioct from that of 
the second, 40 00 to justly oe exatence os 4 separate member. 
‘And hie winton appears to be (ough he doow not veb ate the 
term portmdrds), tbat, whereas the Senin sates tbat 6 28 M 
, devtyalnigerhdna. tbe Application etnies 

Ahnt @ oe Merhuch--P (pevemanta troyaliigeytna) 
Gridhars boweree wes diferent explanation. Ha 
‘ecqoen that the tecood member of the ayllogwm merely men- 
Hone the Kelu or reqaon sm sei}. and dove not mata that at 78 
8 propecty of the wabjeet—Aelurccanosh heturcoripeméivarh 
Tathayots, no targa pakredherseation ‘Te membara of the 











Pakyedharmst and parimorts am 


of the hearers * dene to know * (Aid, fart). Aer 
he enton of the thing” tebe proved the boarer 
fist eaten te. Ksow what the instrumect of prof 
(adihene bhavety SiSAiys)- oa ties dare is tie 
‘tod ‘ty bare mention of the wuddlo term. When the 
iidlle term oe reste a lows the bearer deaves to. kaow 
‘whut conitate if 4 mldle term or reson, sa be denen 
{o low sia cogeney ot competeuay (eemertiyofpadad): and 
hun in satiabied by (a) the satement of anmeprable ese 
ases Geindthéee) in the hind mombery and tan—in 
‘espooe to a fartier phase of the bearers domme Yo Kaw — 
ty (0) 4 talomont, rm tho foorth menber, hat Bw M-whieh- 
amP. Tho later tialeowot conaitets the pohqadhermald, 
sccordiig to Sridhara vo that ho dootes the Baccamty. of 
Paigadhormatd 3 tbe counl satan (Ru MD, abd sdenten 
foletharmats with what T4dyeiakara cally pordmerdal, 


he ie? Sha ELE She aa) cae 
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Pradastaplia’s statement that m the second mamber of the 
‘gllagum) “the competency of the reagan to prove the ot 
‘luaga » aa yet unopprebanded m9 brought int line wth thin 
count by saying thet this compeniency commis in (a) 
‘poutrys a2 negative onnoamitance, ami ¢) 
Aarmatd ‘the compaieacy w then 





‘qnently fn the thurd and fourth members 

"Tha sccount is pechape rendered plaouble only by the 
fact that in Banalent tbe secon’ premise (ihe Rewson) 16 
tated in» singin wird, inabead cf mn clause ax an Enghs—~ 
the com) ablote of ax abatract noun taking the plkce of 
‘oussal clause If we substitute for the word Arpdouttadt the 
laune 'beceuee 3t pomtonsen muavement’, t becomes obnione 
That the "bare meaton of te saddle teem’ ae a fect impos 
ble,—we cammot mentor st withoat refering ito the 
eek: that ws to may th statement of the resson 18 necth- 

nthe « eateries of * padqadharmata’, 

M.—-Seidhare'a positon smpoaule 
‘amply becanso a member of the spllogacs mont be w propos 
‘bon. Ha quotae, however the aathaets of the Nysyabhaeye 

















And, after grasping the absanos of 


Mavi) ware the Prope in sbent, we wy and wd 


jn not thus not-poasessed-of- movement’ ” 


(2) The Conelsnon 


“The Canclusion’ is the re-amertion of the Pro- 
Posinon for the purpote of producing ceritude in ethers 


‘about a Property whioh has been enuneiied as x 


ton 


ferunoiaced in the Proposition) uncertain’, ‘That 


perty to be prowd but which was before (when 
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the Conclusion is the ro-sssert 
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of which knowledge 
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‘aire rs he as a own wert. Gee abo, p10 8 2. 
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Pralestopais’s eyliogiv —Collecting the iMtstea- 
-Vions of the verion Members aa given above we beve the 


sapling 
Pontre Fore. Nepeine Form 
1, Wind ine mbvance,  denpene 
vers 
7 Bromine of tbe poxmmon of 
‘movement, Rryinatng. 
What i pomemed of eaceement Wha snot ab: 
we found ne beaner : a8 en a0 
Yat kaplot tod deunyom lem: etAt 
rsh, ‘oot as Bourg 








4. And erm jo wand panama of 
movemant. Paths ca eye} braplecn, 








‘Pagrutd drangam eve. 
‘This formutation dufers from that of Vateyiyana i 

‘tha statement of the poattiva and negative ooncamitanoes 

fn the Exemphificetion with (as westera logic would 

‘the order of the terms fixed and the subject distil 








Poradeigms of the eyllogion ur 








sidhi’ or Gxed formula for the hint Member 
fa chansctaritwo af the login in which semabiice sod the 
fehapye mem he dig crete ices 


Firat fe Bf pel we moe cae pect 





a otates bia sylloguam thea 





VtapByena’e sytlogiom. 
Ponkioe Form Negatee Form, 
1 Bomd mw tranwcery —ontpeb 
dabdeb. 


9, Beaaowy of Aaving the charactar 
of bang engin. alptharma 


Babetances bho 
‘beng oniginated are onl which bev: 
tenowtery. wlpathdharmchare athalyidi ot the chareeter 
Araoyarn smtyam. of bomng ongreated, 
fee eiernal, al 
palisdharmobam 
tonade dresyarh 
rityor deitam, 

And even oo fas eonad the chs And not 60 a 
acter of bang seigsated, taths colpatt- scomd thing 
harms dabdeh winch has not the 

charscter of beng 
cngimied. na oo 
tthe wntpetts 
Sarnath hab 
a. 





5. ‘Thoceore, becea of having the 
sbarncter of beng erential, soon? 
‘ranitery. lard wipetidharmabatopsd 
‘andyah debdab. 
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Te has beee, 
that ibe tathé, ‘so, of 








aay : 
3. Ae tho Learth is wma and fery, 
4 Boisthe hil wooky, wad 
5. Therefor fry. 
‘hia formulation ofthe eyllogiae is wot however fo 
‘fee enylogal wed Be oti Te 
found in the earioge atric on logic isch inarad 
SC ay ee eo ed 
fr tar ges —akah pate. pei 
Toes sat atom and pene 
8 mityam: apenoyo ath 
th; nigamanas oma nile i 
Caraie's Syogiem. 
1. Mania eternal: 
2, Becanse be i tot product 
Blea pec nds ama 
‘ 











Vateptpena’s apllogioms 1 


Tr he been said? that for Vituyayane inference 
‘was still really argument from anelogy—It is éroe that 





Sine Ey which» geoulce eo i to bw Cusngte 
chien sawn fe resco: thos was eft for 
‘Frtntapddn For some preseemarf Prose 
Codi ara & yy Caporant dope hy 
hoor.” But atthe haze ue i epbae f 
diowlig Se utineins between apumett foun nee 
fatty or difecnce, and tegument tom het srt cf 
‘icileay or decoos which slave, av proving Be P= 
10 be proved, cam bo called" emacn het) 
he funtion ofthe Heasn ta Member of Se login 
is (hn sayy to late « maton ol proban and probendam 
esdhyoohanedate) aa pewonn ie P 
Wie oat endl cberelr Owls te Babe) 
‘Sse with tha poikveexamplen or in rerpet of which 
it difers trom te gave exeopi: wile tho foncnoe 
he Celerep cet Mami) 0 
a est 











i tea oe ephat eppees Gos arse 
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‘mente based on arbitrarily choren 
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cece withont ving vile in Bin example the 
Foomatic faery osiee ee 
tame a Cece puicion df vine ars OA 
Cay, om eit 
Teadhatadhlclhctad ad a tore tae 
Pa a 
toed the leading motive of Vatay&sana’s loge might be 
reefer epee ating eatctae 
reason, a8 probatise, and the sopbietical reason (jdt!) 
baved om mere fortuitous similarity and difference’ 
Soran bakers bcs anses etbac 
‘Pragastopide's Bhssys, poge 200 
Interuntial knowledge is called laikgikam jhtnam, 
‘which, as the name wnphiee, 1# the knowledge which arisen 
trom experrence of ¢ * mark * (liaige) which serves a1 tho 
imxidie term or reason to eetablith the conclusion. The 
‘mark which brings sboot an inference (lingam anumé- 
kam) in characteried in the following wares cited by 


in 
yad anumeyena sembeddharh prasiddiam ca tadenrite 
Fedabhace ca nisiy #02, ll Ragem anamapekam 
iperam eto. yot sphd ckena deitepens 0 
Thuddhariddlesomdighom aliagam Klayapo brat. 














_ The Trairtppa Be 





a Rats Sees Sie 
bre lpi pl mera ere 
Sf ugce wera oa Ee 

oie einer 








dietory, unreal, of doubetal, Thus nad the son of Kos 
apa 
‘The ‘son of KaAyapa’ ia promrosbly intended to be 








tring of the Trairapya, ox thtwe cherecters af th 
‘middle term, which in expounded nad sitribated to him 
im these versee Nor in there any indication of the sours 
From which Pradastapin citrn the vernet 
7 deceine in expovoded by Dutnkga in tho 

Pramanarancrorye ced by Cadyote 
ara and by Vicospati Mira* 

anumeye ‘tho tattulye sadbBteo néatita’ ant 
“existence in the probandsm, and io what is like the pro- 
bondum, abucoce in what irk ike the probandurn) 
Jo the schools Inngungo of Iter age th becomes 











(trairapyans lingasya) are existence oniy (never non- 
existence) in the ft or thing by the minor 
I cee rate ae nok fe 
I cee rast ae aes fe 
ant ‘amily non-existence (never exir 
seeietee "e 
‘eens ae 
Roe os 











WHY p 1a NYT p LaF Wytibtqae AL. 
‘iyzeotinds p38 A aresing me in te pen of the ce 
imomeee tet Sin wi ace ne = 

7) 


12a Inference 


of that which constatais it the abject of inferenoe—i.. 
‘esomblaace in rxpoct of posamaing the snemeye arma, 
‘he major term, P. ‘The moening of the three coodtians 
then ja, aovording to the commentators — 

‘Tho mack or msidle term must be present aud 
‘peverchuent in the Subject of the inference, 
ie the einer verm.~.d must be 

3. "Th mids frm mon be found oly in ings 
known to bave tbe property P. 

Only XP's are M (not necessarily all XP's). 

8, The middle term must be only abeeut (never 
(aa 


Pie oust be now-M. ie, No Xnon-P's 

















y 
tresripy, 
ylloginm ementially an affsic of examples —eapakja 
‘or coneeta couse of P, and vipclyse or conarsie caves of 
the absence of P: snd that there ix nowhere to be found 
in it» statement of universal conection between Mand 
fan abstract characters. The ‘ canons’ amount to thie, 
that if yoo oan point to casea ix which M i P (eapaho), 
SPORE Treat set et 








Beconcrole examples. And this tradition of the neceosity 
of uatual concrete cases continued even after the traiipya 
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‘bad in fact changed its meaning: so that the seooad and 
‘Baby sopges aad epeiuy, dan Ea of oating 
post iy upsioehaal spaveon ea ea 

Rpxumpln” in the "calor prowine* (aowcdiagy called 
‘alweys by @ name which implies eremplification,—uds- 
Rentna or midarfona) became ingrained in the India 


‘The trairSpys howerer beyan to lose ite simple 
character as « sistement of the rules of argument from 
‘example ts ton, the resiitie partic 

in the 








i 
i 


‘Moreover, examples an each do 


Grgia) to be P, and that, 


fettet al ty heed Eearoses ees owe oo 
fact "o be toes cannot prove an 
{only in soy other use than ix the somes of fuvarisbe 
‘experience (bMtyoderdane), which wil ewoys be expooed 
te the danger of » contradictory experience. 
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ow a rally aire conection ould be arrived 
a wana diffeltqpestnn, ie cocnecbom wiih which it 
femelle! a 






fnparable connection arines fom 8 nboceatating 
cust ration or deny of tars uot frm pogutve 
‘experience, nor yet from poeitave experienoe'". You may 
dovve the Inseptrabity ot conan asaried meray 
an the bane of fraqueat experiencs (bhiigodaréons) but 
{you crit doubt « connection winch rest in the causal 
elation (taduipatts) or dentity, (tddatmya) ; for the 
denial of these relations ia seltcomtrudielory : and, 
foeoriing to tho masits later foroinlated by Vedaysna,* 
egighannedtreleabt—e-cntedicton re boa os 


Bot, whatever solution may be offered of the problem 
of the justification of xx ‘of innnarnble coxmoo 
oni anserton that M's not withontB (evindOh@re, 
fevnaphara)— the ceoaity of ac expen wertin of 
rch inseparable connection in the tretripya munt have 

come pte, o ny Vabptge's en ora 
Covet ie uditarepe wa for the sophisticated 
“oidhé or statement of principlet which had the 
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‘lfect of turmng the sdtharspa or mariana into whot 
‘we should eall 6 * major premise *. 


‘In what fias been suid so far the Inter interpretation 
of the firet clause of the trairtpys bas been followed, 
‘according to which the fist clause lays down the require 
‘ont of pokradharmatd, 1.2. states that 8 must be MM 
{and not that M must be P, whuch would be the form 
akon by tn ssoertuon of svinabhdea). But rossons 
‘prion: have been given. which would supply a motive for 
Interpreting the Smt clause in the sense of n wlatoutent 
oat MC most be P.”And, im view of the constant ambi- 
_zulty m the we by the early ecboo's ofthe torn srenalated 
probandim—stdhys of anumeye '—there 1s Dothing to 

reveDt our aamugring either sense to tbe word anumeyo in 
hnlga'n and Prafextaptda’s stutervent of tbe fret 
‘clause. Kexth mountams’ that Dandga meso! by Jute 
firat clause that most be Bt, whilo Predastapada moant 
Dy 26 that NC must be P, ” El first argument for this in- 
hon of Dincage’s meaning,—oaniely, thit the 
Nydyabindu interpreta it so—, any be wet anide, Later 
‘commentators always interpret older wrucre 1 the fight 
{f the noi100s prevalent 1m therr own time ave the suns 
argument would also prove thst PradestapSde’s first clauso 
‘means that $ must be P; because in In cove also the 
commentator, Sridbare, say plainly that he meant 
Bu wo ean safely ignore here the 
{ntione which Dharmektrt and Seidl 
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‘Bat as a matter of fact Predastepids himself im abother 
Pemage’ uses the tera talsaminaystiye,—which 38 of 
igual no tanage Beacgeant ion iaeoobe me 
i " 7 ita seemma to 
lobe the weight witch otherwin oo woud be zncned fo 
PR LT irl mpl ploy 
‘no reason to suppose | ‘cant by his axarmeye 
sadbhdocd something different from the meaning which 
Pradastaphida atteched to the phrase anumeyens comba- 
Adhama; net vs there, in thes arguments, azy prool of 
‘what meaning the bwo authors did attach to these phrases, 
Turning to 's explanation? of the 
plirase anumeyena . abd 10 vardous other 
Passages 0 Ine Bhdgya which connect wath this topic, 
‘we find that while bis explanation sopparta the interpre 
tation of amumeyons sambeddhem ms statement that 8 
we M (pakjadharmate"), the other passages roaka it 
sufficiently clear that bys loge embodies 0 doctrine of 
iuciveralSonncton between beret * term, * Nand P 
(anemneyasdmdnge, lidgasteinge), 
‘ye poems to find o place when tie fire, clauee 18 ibter- 
rated an a statement that 8 oust be Mi The explana 
ppnenge rune: ad ananiependrthens debavisere Alor 
edsyotra sar. 
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place o at any paruoular time ie concomitant with 
the probendum-thing; miuch steewzer ale we koown to 
iat 10 things 













Kon soe lid fame of ay 
Abneat and nove present) 2 everything flat ve dierent 
{rom the probenduos this ie the rath which 

‘nto ler wmetbing nok (ctheranae) knows." 





‘Talcing the leoguage of thie at ita obvious 
value, we should surely not beatate to Interpret Pradss- 
tapide as meaning that sambaddhasn ie nn 


deton inat 8 mss be Me TAS end entre 

* sapakse * by Sridhere and seems clearly to wmply thea 
tha firvt clause bes had reference ta someihing otbor 
‘than the eapaiso'e—aod this something otber then the 
‘apakya can only be the pakes. Moreover the plrascn 
detailer Wleileye 6 woe to be altogether appre, 
Driste 10 the wiatewment of « vaiversal conoomitance, but 
fppoprote to 6 ikement thet tne or that prtionlar 

is ME 


bolieve that the frotripya was « legacy inberted By 
Prudestaphde and Didnigs from en earlier phase of 
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Jogloal reflestion : and that it conld not from itn very 
rabure adequately expcess the veivoresl concection jn 
‘which Gey both found ie principle af inferenos! 
Te x poonbly a minfako ta voppase thet they tried to 
yead a wtateraoat of wniversal connection into the frst 
member of the treirspye. Is x mot more Hkely th 
fince they made the midarisne the vohicle of the alate- 
‘meat of the univer! eanrectan, they sould stomp 1 
find the stsienent of the noceanty of a universal conae>- 
tion ia the saecod and third elausen of the treieipya, 
‘wluch are obviously conoeraed with the mderdana?” 








FOTLON & GIASSIVICATION OF rATZACTOUR IDOLE 
‘Tas 


‘Tofotd clessifoation of the Vaxtesike Sitra 


PBL. p. 204. _Prafaotaptin devotes » bret para- 
wot pHa” gaph Loe rata of 
/ateqika Satre UL) 15,—Tho 
paragraph serves a8 an explanation of the second of the 
‘wo ooupleis wich he eves un p. 200 (ace above, p. 180). 
{ot tu yathontat trerapaisigéd ckena dharmeva doadhyorn 
0 siparttem, tad ansemcyeryldhigame lingarh na dhasa- 
fity ead exdha ettrakarab aPaasi00%0 
adaaoronmad Ceti. 








[APADEAO RAN 


* But ¢ muidle tora which differs from the mark 
with the thee characters ss just expleined, in ous 
churscter or in v0, is not a mark which proves the pro- 
Gandum : thus ia whst the author of the edfra moana 
whea he ways ‘the false reason is the unproved, the 
‘unreal, and the doubiéful® 
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soaldprerably ave exeroplied the bind also. Moree 
over Prasootapsda's explanation of apraviddhe as applying, 
sina fo the fourth clams, ceBdhdrana or endhyscanta, 
Samprobable. 
to pree—preidte "sopedrih. dean soph 
0 parte—aprasidtio * . Asan sori 
ca. "The doctrine of Kagids t# now restored to the text 
of the tira is perfectly plan: it states a deftoition 
(onopodede). . . as that which 
proved (eprasiddha). Of the ‘fallcious "reasous two 
(rendide nc comrade ena te 
a ‘whi scouret a 
Inter ariddhe and sarpabhicira" r 
‘The phrase ckene dharovrna detbhytsh of became a 
vourot of doubt to the sommuctators et later per, 
tier Uddyolakara (or some carer writer) had dcawn 
tention to the exislenoe of apparently vahd middle terms 
Inti nd Ena a eae 
m iv a e 
‘There is no evidence thot iter Pradestaps 
‘ued raised the problem involved in thie 
arm, commenting on 
point of the lsier schoole, raises the question". He 
tayo that some bold thet the Rersldnroyin aud the keval- 
Ucpotirkin (althoogh nppareally excluded by the traird- 
‘pyo) mnt be supposed to be included among valid reasoner 
4 virtue of their extabliahimect in the sieer-dstra (ic 

















a8 Isfermes 





-axceyoryatirchin, which must axtisty all three conditions 
‘af the trasrpys : bot xt is only intended to apply by parin 
(eyasta) to the kevaldnsaym sod kecalaeyatirekin : tbe 
ormer being valid i tt satefee the conditians of prenence 
va the polo and prevance in the sopelga (oo eipalea 
eager; te lator bing valid ti ison tbe 

‘tions of presence in the pays end absence in the 
pals (no sapakye being available. 

Fronfold clesigcation im the Npapa 

"The Nydys S6trm (I. i. 49) enumerator and defn s 
five fallenovn reasons : but they do uot corzeepond, except 
fn the case of the rst one defined, wath the Bvefold div 
fon whch ate clea nh eal ler and hl 
woe pc) ded rom Bouidhe-Vetenta ope, 

"eke str etutng tat edhe, hed 
ltteady boca eat in Vétoptpenas wns, 4 leat fran 
tho tas tat be septs te dere options about 1 
‘Die identifeation of ut with the bédhita-hetoathaca of 
the later scrol 1s « guess. Tt may be a corect guees: but 
‘Vateysyana himself does not even lnnt ot any euch iden- 
‘ofatian. 

41) Stra 6, ANATKiITIRAR SAYTADRIGIRATE 

‘Thin s tho aamdigdha or enitita of Vaidem 
Aho loge,—tbe inconclomve oc doubéfel reason. Ik re- 
{ined tho waune iano und nat treuglouh the history 














Anaittatib ae 





4 eternal borauce intangible’. The alleged resson, be 
remetia, if wos consined to tbe one aiteruative (eketra 
yavusthitibh or, i 
arite): for atone 
‘hat thero ceunct be 3 


tangible itary’; while canscicuanoas (which is 
tangible) in not etazne), wo that the eoppencd probative 
Docttive vatance ‘the soul in intangible and elern 
equally defective. Western logic, would aay * it in im 
posible wo assert tbat Al! ntengsNe hinge are eleva, 
And ta dinv the denirel coselunen i BARRARA— 

(AID weiamgable Bunga are ctermal 

ound in intangible 

"Therefore sound se eterua— 
for tho middle would in fact bo tundistsibotod; xinen rome 
Ittoterer ant ip equ on al oops: 
is lean to attempt to equate the Indian 7 
Uhicre withthe weer “andoariboted middle". The 
Indian 1# concerusd with the quastion whethor iho ex- 
amplon Wow the alleged coonection of eluacters: that 
ft to say, With the question of the material truth of the 
Tusjor preatine Tho quantitative formalism of the wert 
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‘Vanptyaoe vam up the objection tothe argement 
oder conodsretan by eng thes beth ands of ects 
Dositive and negative, are ing, and that in both of 
ralouspbendem wlatce des at ssa a Gee 
os sl it 
dhe * pi dretante vyabhicdrdt stdhpasSdhanabhaoo ndsti), 
(2) Sétra 6. SIDDEAWTAM ABHYOPETYA TADVIRODR! 
vomtonay 
“the ectradiiod reason ie ta} which afer cap 
Ing» ves contradicts 
mais Soon careypond wit he none! te ot fhe 
ciradihe ts expounied fair po, whloh tales Vor 
bord (raking ber. giving oe ne ot middle erm 
‘SEik oven in ccmbedisery of what it porperte 
yrove : as, this creature ‘sa tacse becaure tebe 
for dove the ectra apparently intend a fallacy like the 
intavighstakrt variety of the viruddha’, in which the 
‘middle contesdiots some implication of the posttion which 


11 in sed to prove. 
‘Vater For extmnple, “This particular 








A SATS 
fonn of ruality (oikéra) ceases to bo ronmfested, beouuse 
it in foconaistent with permanence’ ° ‘A particalar form of 
reality enists evan after it bac ceaned to bo manifested, 
Tecaure it is inconsistent with being destroyed’. The 
‘middle term sales thet a peemaneat perticular form of ex 





Viruddha, Prakerayesoms 195 


efendants own tet “s perticalar form af reaiyexinta 
Shen afer (ne cond tobe aniston 
sileighsany thet te Formas Some aot ropeoon io 
ight me at repre the 
buck which ie contredicted by the middle term se being 
tn implied ofthe potion which the male term 
‘porta torstabliah. ‘The nature of the fallacy, ne explained 
‘by Viteyayacs, is that the defendant proves of one exh 
jectina per of eylngh : 
ik creas 
‘tation of maniloiabon, wed ootinuedexivince (ett: 
‘path chimaladhat precyuttr iti ca virnddhae claw dharmaw 
4 whe sambhavsiah) The two anddle terme am of 
course also mutually cont Eh argusent, 1D 
Stell, us pa cent to. co tee cht ion a 
fey eben pari, alm tw con 
tm "ha Dhan atpouoded the fallagy come comes ery Dat 
to the antinoay (eiraddharyathactrin) ol q 
se ‘that ove or other of the middle terms sine) 
llow Prasastaplda in claacing rt with the tir- 
Maha variety of Fallacioue Propeation in whieh ense it 
in ceally the utahetosbhase of the later schools'. 
(8) Stra 7, YASMAT PRARARANACDVTA @A WIRWATAR- 
‘TuaM APADIGZARY PRAKAGAYA EHF 
“* When the quslity from which the question srises it 
‘sddaced on proving (one of the slternatrres), the reason is 
let rttrgsoome pte principe wa 
eaten" 
faphyana’s example ie: ‘Bound is transitory, bee 
cau we do 206 find Sn fhe ckaracare ca perme 
hing, and things like jars ia which the cbaraclarn of 
Sanne Bings'ere not found are arseiory: Sou 
[rmocty eos redo Ef teres of 
try things, and things lke eter in which tie quar 
ln of analy ings Sry nab fone ure perce 


or eo oa 
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‘ho srgnment fo prove Sitar erat bee the goes 
tion". But comparing atayhyane 
swith that oned by Pradaotapsda im apeaking of his asddk- 
these oe euadhpseants, ss ream Which ds ono oon 
clusion (adhyarastyam na Karat’), there ie n0 doubt that 
Prantapaneconcttvathiomell tobe merely sterpreting 
the Nydye-sitre’s. prakerapaeame fallacy in his own 
medigctante, He's eleel casing” writing, Wilt 
fetes to Vatsyhyane, Both of thect rake te eum 
Aintaeton betwern te raryebhicrs (womipao), which 
‘Vawryana bere exglicly all aaetoyeroe, on ne oot 
band, and the prakerexazams or anadkyavasita, on the 
other hand ‘The distanetiom 1 that in the former fallacy 
‘8 common qulity which gives riso to « doubt i taken aw 
4, concaaine aon at Watgtyana ane, yeire senna 
dharmah saméayakiranam hetutrenopddiyete so sarnéa- 

1ak aovysbhicdea eve * whereas sn the lator fallacy 
ere ina etmerda or ruspanee of jcigment doe to coraplett 
absence of evidence (na apposed to aaméaya. 9 pair of 
doahtful jadgmenta ‘by evidence, but hy avidence 
which ip inconclusive in either direction). We are, in 
the ease of ofmarta, looking for decisive evidenon hat we 
do not find it (rimariaeya visesSpekgitd ubhayapakeari- 
Aegdnapelabéhil ca): and thie state of asim ‘warts 6 
‘aceetion" (prakineposh precertagati), but supplies no erl= 
dance whaloverot even donttalevideneo™towatds © 
eahee. 


rua da hen a th ainton of Oi ary 
in with the anadayacesita cf tt to 8a 
Siak'the seachanine ofthe later noble le Dw 205. 
pobRicta ofthe Npdgo-e8tre afiintes withthe addharope 
‘arky of sasyabkirare in the ater clesiGeation. 
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Ts would be « mistake to equate it with the eiraddhan- 
[pbhiotein of Dig, which n the setpatipabys ofthe 
iste —s gram ening, where bah ge 
‘mente are equally strong though te contradictory 
conclusions. Neither ‘or Pradastapida oil) 
siden the possibility of antinomy. ‘There ix no satpreti 
aks in the govnine Naiydyiks tradition : it is an aber~ 
‘ation in clamsificatian adopted by the later schools froma 
Bauddha logic. 
(A) Stitra 8, SipAvAvisrsrat on sionvarvie akon 
Taser 
rAd mee which sidings etait tose 
srobandum in respect to be proved ix ° 
From win eae! wake probe 
‘This clearly resersbles the precedi 
lund of the question snd tne kinebip 
Previous falls no dou iadicated by the word “and” 
‘with which the present satre commenose. | Its historical 
{Mllation homevar ia with a variety of Ob “uneval reaon? 
oF aniddhe-hetedbhdss of Pradasinphdn ond the Iter 
school The variety wath which it comerpois, 8 
‘the dérayasiddha. ‘example which Pra 
{ives (ander the rubric enamcydaiddha, which = tbe ater 
) in “Darkness ie substance because ib pos 
‘semen black colour ”': the resson hero axetumes what hos, 
to be proved. for we cannot aster: possesnion of « quality 
tanlesa $00 elrendy admit that darkness is x substance. 
"Yteraa’senacaple of s22hyseome wanes Senta: 
Bhadow is sabetance beoause it moves". He points 
fut that the movement af the shedow is the very thing to 
bbe proved : dove 1 move, as a man movee’? or is it not the 
‘with the movement af some body which cuts 
‘off sho light, there is a sexies of obecurations of diferent 
‘portions of light? 


“Ea plated ons Ge Fy Ge tw, 
1 
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(9) Sutes 8. Sasarvarseaprerag Kiitinag. 


“«" Whep a thing ts alloged ae osuso of an effoct which 
pop in tine, the falacy w caled the Wnt 
reason 
‘The exeraple gwen by Veteybysoa 18 : Sonnd 1 por- 

tance eceu in manifested by eonjnction (of 

ict), like colour (which a mansfested by the laxtp only 
beoanee it was there “' all the time"). There 1 19 
raore reason in the one ease then in the other to su} 
that the quality tinelf comes into existence through th 
‘agency which makes it manifest to ur Just as the 
solouF was an the jar before the light fel! upon it, so the 
round was xn the dram before the drameatick camo in 
contact with 34 


‘She two caren, Velsyayana says, are not parallel: 
{or in to cue colar the mentation of Uo maa. 
4 quay doesnot go beyond the tne of the manlterting 
(Contact with light); ceseante cous ceaat efectas, 
Side gnmt'h leery Cooem ssp aeaane chor 
eo of nen rete an cme aw 
chon, of tbe quality i thon eae “gen yo 
‘at the contact (Aampogakslom atyeti), and 
iherere lato roy o aatetean foe fro 
‘abvence of the cause follows the abeonce of the effect 
(karapdbhdeaddhi kirytbhsceh). 
‘The meaning some to be this. Tn the cane of the 
colour wo ean any that ths manifestation is the efeat of 
th coloured object; snd sa we can hold 
‘tat the colour was there all the time snd is not an effect 
which cotmes into existence through contact with light. 
‘But in the case of eound we cannot aay thet the want 
Jestation 1m the effect since the sound may te heard after 
The alloged cnuse bos ceased to ort. Ta this cust hen 
‘the indication in that sound ites is the effect of the con- 
‘wer of drum and stick: apd 00 me have no ground for 
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saying that 1 was there before bot wan ‘manufested’ by 
the contact of dum and stick, : 

‘Thus seems to be # not norensonable explanation of 
ibe ie, whch then w conceal whe Tlic ae 

nce of canestion.. The ergzment criticised played « 
very important part epparently in early conttoversien 
snd of in oot uohkely that the #ttveina whould 
give the fallacy which the Naiyagike feds in 
{ta special place "in kis lagitication of fallacies, 
Bag meng of te ote wo shnedy rr 
re sOR goon on f0 argue aguine another 
interptation st St which, dence it wth the 
fgrohathina desried” et -VSntt onde wen 
‘of apriptaktla, the * matimed’ ‘Thin nowever 
enuie erly in flrs fo ane he mnembere of the 
‘sTloguum in conventional Joga! onder (sespaneeypar- 
lun): and "Vateytyana argooe that reason doce not 
Bitte to be a tre remo and Levone # falocy erly 
Tbeemuse the prntauen are not stated in « paricaler order. 
‘And he avis that the sGfrakira woold not have ned 
stain thiog twice, ouce widar the heed of het atiaee, aod 
then ngain nndar the heed of sozrekaxthane 


Pousfold Clasesfeation of Prasasteptia 
Pratortaptda’s detailed accounl of fallarions 
in given in the cootest in which be treate of apadess as a 
member of the fve-coerabored ‘syllogiam’, neder the gene- 
ral beading of *raference for another * (parIethdnn- 
mine) — 
‘Tae account of the ‘statenient of the mark’ which 
‘has just been gives umplves that aatatement of an wnres\. 
‘contradictory, doubifol, or wneauchusive (anadhyssasila) 
‘ark is no ‘reason! (enepadeéa 
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( Werietien of the ondéha or unreal reason 

“There are four kinds of unreal (asiddha) reason : 
‘unreal far both partion (abhaylriddha); ynreal for one or 
other of the 


ee (onpotardrdaha); te rasan tbat is 


Easoiek Uanieaeen open e memmeind te: 

i ‘of tho frst ind (ubhag- 
of & rraon which both the defendant snd 
‘Opponent: regard ae unreal, would be: ‘sound ia non 
tarnal, because ft has parts (edesyanattead)’. 

‘An example of the socond (anyotardeiddhe) would 
‘be: “sound in non-eteraal, because it is a product", 

An example of the third (tadbhirdsidara) would be 
raat promumed to be amoke when fire ie to be inferred 
‘hrongh the existence of smoke’, 

‘An example of the fourth kind (anwmepseiddha) 
would be ‘darkoese i ab earthy aubstance, eonoan of 
‘ponaoases black colour'* 

Nom —The Nydgeprowrhs lik a yractelly sentical 
wth thin on VadythOgape HIE pe 2) (oASTT, 
P99) ‘The Slobneertks lamandne-ponccheda TE-—B8— 
Two the leer terminology of tenrtptniddhs and dfrayi- 
inddha; wa tanks obheysndia, anyetarandaha, a2 
thud variety semdigdhanddds, wab-dvmore of both thoes 
tow clases; thes sotding the erosedivinon anvaleed an 
Pradastephda’s clasifcation. 








Ths sontradictory reason om 





GH) The contradictory reason (viruddha) 

“For the middle term which, in addition to not 
bong found in the Sobject Creams), se not found an 
spiking bamagenecin with Ube Steck and is preent in 
{Be oppeite of hn Bubjet, ve e rontradcony raton, 
bocaaee it proves the oppo of what i tobe 







‘be argacient ‘it ies borne because 
‘oven it tho middle term does ot ex 
fet, enumeye “edyemtae’ peo. the 
‘Would so fer be case uf eriddha— ie also contradictory 
renwn ins mock aa a provee the opposite, 1.0. i proven 
‘at tha subject ia not a bores” Am unrval reagan 4 
‘woh necemarly « contrudiclory reason, but 9 contradictory 
‘reason is necmaarily unreal” And {i happens that the 
‘etra'e example of wareal reason 16 elao an example of 
contraiotory teaser. 











Dini of he Ne ibn of he eno 
‘contrat ean aro given by Presents 
frown The espera oie oer a 
) To dives four vaneticn under thi 
‘oe + ioe sera doce 





fecttulaior. ‘The two sockedcory rewoos grea 12 
‘he Hetncalve are 





me Inference - 





‘These correspond to the two valid types given in the 
Hetucekrs—Sound is roo-etercal boceuse product: 
Sound t non-cternal becuse an effect of volition. The 
‘wa reasons which lead in valid syllogiame ta the conelu- 
sion thst sound is non-eternal are two varieties of the 
contradictory when ose’ to prove that sound iv ternal 
(©) Pourfola ‘The fooriold divusion of the Nyd- 

Division. includes the former of these 
‘wo, but ignores the Inter: ond wdde 






‘three others’ 
"The fouctold lie is -— 

(1) Where the middle contradicts the mejor—~ 
“Sound is eternal becaune x product’. See 
shove for this. The Slekevdrtika gives the 
sun raps, ud dears hi ane of 
terwddhe us dhermebadhe, 1 e. sublatvon of 
the mnajor. 

(2) " Whea the middle contradicts the imphed 
major” (Vidytbboeana, lec ef.) 

—'The eyes are sernieable to some being be- 
‘cause they are made of particles, hke 





neat, bed, ete."*. 
Kumérile gives this argument es an example of his 
sixth class, dharmadharmieséegabadha, 1 . contradiction 





‘both of 6 particular quality imphed ia the mayor and of « 

Both of arses ey gpd ie 
ledobhayacsssgaryo ba¢ho ‘yom sadhyate yaid 
plsrige caberadinte somphtte choy 


See an ey GO 
> aN 
“igen ar 2 crac dt ore oe 
Tos Se eS 
a Sole oe or Pe 


it 


Varieties of contradictory reason WB 





asambatapartrthatve drate eadshstatd ‘pi oo 
‘snaheribarilateath 03. A prasciyate. 
(Ml. Vart. anumina, 
104—107,) 


“1h a rublation of particular qualities of both major 
‘and moor when it i szgued that te eyes and other 
‘organs nerve the purpose of von ‘other" Wecanse they sre 
composites, like such things as beds. The ‘serving the 
prpore of pome otter’ which ie asiratod in the example 
‘of tho bod is service of @ composite, and the middle term 
(compositeness) whict: thin illustration. carmen with it 
‘middle term universally connected with material things : 
th shere f  sbiton wha say be expeand athe 
la ‘serving a purpoue wit to the sont is not 
tetablthed” : (the sablation conmating 1 tle fact that) 
thore is on the one hand compositeness in the thing ¢x- 
peruenced (the eye or the bed? althongh ia in 
Ui focmer case} to serve the purpse of the incomponie 
soul end on the other hand thet the conrequenoe wouhl 
{follow that the eye and other argana could not be evohutes 
teom the ogo-principle (skowhkdra), aa the Sagtkhye sup- 
‘poses then to be, if thay were not compositor” 
‘The Stmkhye argument is a good coo—it 1s amply 
the telecon argument he world f © saphate, & 
locstton oF arrangement of parts,—oo arrangement 
‘winch points closely to x ser. Material Nature cannot 
Ye ita own user: matter bar no purpose, antrinsicslly. 
‘Therefore there in an immaterial prinesple to whose uses 


matter 1 sasped. 
Tt a good aot a good angn- 
ent for the Sambhge ‘Bamithya' 
imateeiat principle, Parsta, ix by definition 20 antithetical 
ta matter thai it could heve no purpowos which moteri 
ggregetes could subserve. And the organs of the sup: 
an ERE i me we eg Se pean 
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Inference 





‘Posed parponea attributed to the immaterial 
principle are explained by the Sarikhye as berng in fact 
roduots of the material principle of ‘ohewkdra', ‘Thus 
‘there is « double inoonsiseacy in the Sabkhya's use of 
the teleological argumpent to prove the existance of soul x8 
separate from matter. (1) The function which be intends 
‘to ealubtish aa his major (dharma) is & function of a parti- 
cowlar kind (dhermacideys) i.e. parpowe of the toad. Bt 
hhin middle (eorhhatatd) really &isproves the particulay sort 
of function wbieb ho attempis to prove by it, if aggregates 


(2) the subject (aharmin) of this argument ve 
other much organs, ‘These are cocoetved ol in a partic 
Iman ie ia, a cuca nlrng he ful 
ray of conetving of te organs i realy va 
Ui sed tld irate toe Sontige Can for tie 
iniddle term (semhatatd) draws attention to the material 
ebarsetor of tbe organs and, conmdered as material 
aggregates, the dharmin, the eyes or other organs, are 
‘regarded, quite consistently, by the jkhys ws evolutes 
ofa purely materal principle, the ohasnkéra, tbe sfo- 
principle. But the S@sbhya cannot bave his dharmin, 
Bre seas-organ, in fo woye nt once. Either iis «© 
evolute of matter; or elee it is organic te the soul's pur- 
oso, Bot nt cannot be thooght of aa both at once! 
a) When the mice term in inooelsent with the 
oer Stedoye, (generality) ie asiher_sobaance, 
“Sess is anther sobetance, 
ably nor vetion; becuue i depends per 

















Middle inconsistent with minor 205 







‘those who maintain tha jt is a 
property af depending on one 





prove: 
entirely artifice! : 
‘a iodance of ta angoruot a « Taghe 
i» however to Kumirila's tied type; 
dharmiacartpabtahs; “ablation of the esense of fhe 
tinct 
jetubedd ativicyate 
seclaepens yelnayon push Upesiogatil 
Vart. anuména 100-101."), 

“Tho a oh sada inherent relation, jo 
seperate from rabstance and the other categories, becsate 
tm the ground of the notton of a thing’s being at « parla- 
‘cular 9pot; for stance, each a conjunction of things as i 
cexpremot in ‘bere is the jar’ 

‘Tho very notion of the relation of wherenoe 1» sab 
Jeted by the middle terms. As the exemple shows, locality 
in an aifur of samyogs, contact. What is really proved 
‘is that the relation ie hot somardge,——ooeing thay it is 
‘supposed fo be on affair of spatial contiguity between tub- 


stances 

(4) When the middle term we inconsistent wish sho 
implied mor term. AB:— 

Objects (ertha) are atime: of setion, because ther are 
apprebended by the semsce. (Vidyébboqaps notes: 
+ ""Qbjete" is smbiguous meaning (1) tbings and (2) 
poses.” The middle term in inconsistent with the relnoe 
term in the second meaning”.) 


a rer 
‘tight soning.) ¢ 




















208 Inference 


“This appears to cormepend to Kamfrila's fourih 
ariety, dharnisitegebidis, sublation of » particular pro- 
erty of the micor 

oc ex satidvad chatcats eamasiysays ‘alpitam 
{otro somhyogaved Dhedat eyld olieysetraddhata, 
(Si. Vark., exsontne 102-108), 

"And because anity 18 supposed to belong to tbe i 
erento std tote caver Seng thre 
‘would be sublation of this charucter (of uurty), because 
there would be & rarely of reltioos of inberence, juntas 
there are a variety of relations of comjanctwon (Le, the in- 
Iherwoce relation bas bee mado parale) to the oonyuac- 
Aion-reation, in the thet “the of ine 

w an i cxtegary,, bee 

(round of the notion of a thing's being 
ee ‘And thie wll imply tint there are 18 

iaherwnce—just as everyone odzaite plot 
Jstions of eonjunction). 

Kuminla says that some give « sixfold division of 
tho siruddha, others 3 fourfold divsnon, others only oe 
Kind : “sodhd viraddhatém ahet cotwrdhs vaakedha 

a" (91 Vart., enambna, BO. 

He hipielf gives the sixfold drvinom (1) dhormaen 
rhpovinuidha (1) dharmasuepecsruddha (un) dkermien 
rapaciradéha (:0) dharmyrideseriruddhe (*) dharmadhar- 
‘mdsvaraipotsrudiha (vi) dharmadharmivibegotiruddha, 

His examples of (2), (in), (1) aod (x) have already 
been given. ‘The other cares ure -— 
arthaosc chabderipom syit prikezmbardkacadhsrent, 
vibhaltimattedt, pabcddeat, maripeneti cttite 
osvoriptrihoyonas tw pasrdc chabderya dréyate 
tena prig opi rembandhad asvertparthaté Pharet. 

(Bi. Var, onsmna, 98100). 
























‘The doubtfut reason Or 


‘Zou angoe that « word bes meating even before its 
relation to other words in a sentence 18 grasped, —it has 
Imesbing as a0 iscisted anit, searipend. But the 





‘qualification searipens; for tho 
‘the word bas in virtue of por 
1m the case of the word after 





ev inflections, 
lation to other words im the sentence has been 
grasped, woold not be » snartpiethe. As Parthasirathi: 
‘Miére saya od. loc., the 
pouanos of fadiane ast opving st « mecsng 
frets ‘meating a8 an wolsted unit,—seartpatirih~ 
mityam Stdattd kaikerd yads Santedntibvads prati 
sddhyate 'coyarabhacdd ryomorad deoynbtdhanam, 
a Tai, cxtmane 108100, 
‘Parthosireths Modes exy “Space i» merely 
absance of an obstacle ‘oarasbtis) fet Soutran- 
tika. And ‘absence’ being nothing, epace lin not even 
4 being (searipa)- much lem eternality "'.—So thot 
ubsence of parts (aeayardbhdes), as exemplified 1m eproe, 
contradicta the ensence of the minor tenn (atma, an some~ 
thing real) and the essence of the mayor term (eternality), 
(ii) The doubtful reason (eashdegtha) 
PBA. p.938 1.20. “* ‘The resson that 1 found in the 
uigal ae man tena en aed 
in common (sddhdraga) both to that which is bomogene- 
prt pee Legh hy eben rs 
minor (4. found bath in sapakeos, XP's, and vipakeas, 
Xnov-] ‘doubtful’ reason because xt ia the onuse of 
doubt (sathdekajanaketodt) : for example, 
because it bas horns’ 


























108 Jaferencs 


Thin is the atdharans tallary, which alone Pradas- 
‘aplda claaes as “doubéfal”. He Joos not subdivide 1; 
bad it smite of formal subdivision ander four beads, a8 
sre i to Hotere damara, cn tha Siena: 
‘sain vipatges, (a) in some sopaiges and all sipakgas, (13) 
5 some sopakqas and some eepeleas, (1) i all sopckgat 
‘and all ojpokqas 

“The sock examples, s2 given in the Hetxcalra and 
‘repeated in the Alokoodrika, are 

(@) Soatd isan eBeet of volition becure 1 1 non- 


etal. 
(10 Sound w « noo-efeet of volition baceume it 16 


‘non-eerua 
(#0) Bound is eternal because 141 corporeal" 
(Go), Sound 1s eternn! because knowabls. 

‘The Nytyspravete lst of mix ‘anceriain’1.e. doubtful 
monn w made op of the above four canes ofthe aad 
Grays, iogetber with (v) the eeadhraga, 10. x andile 
which ¢ found ester with aipakyas nor with eipakeas, 
but only in the pokse—ae “sound wm elernal bocaukt 
nadie” aad (vi) the vireddhaeyebhictrin, of antinoray. 

‘Prefastapide will not ndout that the axtdhdrona 
oan be « satndehajosaks, » cause of doubt; ond therefore 
‘he introduces what seems to have been & noveliy in clase 
feation, by setting up « fourth clase, tbe enadhyooscita 
‘ar rengon ‘which dors oct lead fo a conclusion, 10 cover 
‘the catdharsna, Ho farther refuses 40 sdimit the cirud- 
adopabhicdrin so a varity of tho auhdiodha, anggeet- 
inig that it is either » case of the agdbérana (and 80 
‘anadhyoossite), oF chee oot-esinteot.  KomAnle cleasly 
‘anoepte the thiecfold classifeation © of the ‘sevhdoye- 




















Anodbposarita 200 
feta! ay stdharana, asddharage, and siruddhtoyabbiog- 
sin; bat be adds» that althongh some reckon the oirud- 
hdeyabhicdrin ax a separate clase (jatyontera) ofbere 
‘hold that the two ressous taken seperately (cadeno} form 
‘a case of sddhdrana; while taken togetber there in want 
cof connection (axaxcays).  Pardinelvathi Mafra ex- 
plains the lajter olause to mean that, taken together, 
he two reasons are came of aldhsvaya, far the 
romon thet they are not fousd logether in any obber 














inwianee. ‘This is Prodastxntda's view anol Kurmbrila 
tay berg hs by 

the antivomny 
“Airis percept, Bo, Lemmas git and ‘Are is i+ 
perceptible, becnase it Ins na coloar". 





(Gn) he reason which does mot comciade 
(eedhgorsi) 
PBh p29 1.99," Rec argos that we soo doobs 
rising when there wa falling together 
i tn, ing of der plete mete eee See 
havo the charactors desribed above (in tbe treirdpya), 
and that this w therefore asotber vary of the doubifal 
reason a8 in the ease of tbe two middle terms ‘powatsion 
of movement” and “intangibility” taken as proving tha 








one) quality of ‘wind tecuae the combined unites 
ot oneur in any oir abject: ke th two qualia 
ibility and 





aw Inference 


“But it will be sand thst in roveral places in 
the Vasversko-sétra ambiguty of experience (ubhayath 
-dariansm) is seried to be the eause of doubt. —Th 
ot the cave : doubt arisen from experience of @ prir of 
-abjecta (Cia ‘retréeyod) : mn other words, 
{the cause of the arr of daubt is the experience of a pat 
‘of objects.” 

"The question is, what is tho distinction bebw 
‘xdhayaths darions and engeyedrortedordana in virtue 
‘hich the later alana 1 held tbe the cause of doubt? 
T think the distinction 1 clear trom VS M.u.17, 
‘tnd from the account of doubt whicl Pradartapide beset 
‘on this altre ‘The aire rams: admdnyapratyobsad 
destpratyakead wdeyeamrtel ca sambeyad— dovbt 
‘anues from experencing » common character, failing t0 

sn00 dustinetive, characters, and remembering the 
dhustivotve charactors. Yess wea an object marked by 
setan wie lowe (ohh i em fo ano 8 

1 you do not tinetive features exter 
Si man'or pou: bul you sre ritded of thew (coe 
‘eadictory) choractermations by the comoon character. 
“The point in Hat « common feature, eédharanadharma, 
itoplics w pair of objects to which it v8 oomroon , nnd 
‘Pradastapsde ampbasison this in hin own definition by the 











Astabarane ann 





‘Now the so-called ‘ambiguity of experience’ (abhays- 
tha dortanam) of which the opponent eperks in the cave 
of un asddhtrars dharma does not admit of thie eigayad- 
‘savtadarianam * for tho mark of the aeddhdrana dharma 
is that at ia found nowhere else except in the subject. 
‘You have not experienced kripdeatica plas aspartacatina 
‘08 oonneoted m one experience with wwértatoa and in 
‘another experienco with amdrfatre—there is no tieayad- 
‘voite bere. And therefore it eannot be brought under 
‘the rubric of doubt as lexd down in V8 Lind, 
—This seams to mae 40 be x real distinction. Whether 
the antinomy ought to ht clawed as a caso of 
scdaharepe dharma a szcibee alee Tok the, ope: 
nent bas made or aacepted the identification. And what 
‘Pradastaphda shows now is that to trent tho axtéhérana 
‘ue homogeneous with the stdharana is contusion in 
classifeation ‘The later generates doubt beceuse it has 
‘een connected with contradictory experiences (sitayed- 
‘oita—M has beet found with P im sapokgos and with 
ou-P in eipsksas). Tt m a cane of conflicting evidence. 
‘The aaddhdrons 1s quita differant for st excludes the pore 
buity of expenence which could provide eridenco for 
itber alternative. It in a case of absence of evidence, 
‘And complete absence of evidence suggests no viow at all 
‘and therefore cannot be anid to generate doubt ‘There 1 
nothing pontive sbout it—ot mort it leaves us in doubt, 
fhe mggesting 00 conclusion st all (adkyovasdyarh a 
karat. 


Andibitity does not suggest either that sound is 
sternal or that it is non-etercal, nor dows the possession 
‘of exoe!l suggest exther that earti in eternal cr that it 

noa-etemel. And, as ing neither alternative, 
such middle terms (Le. <dharwna’s} oannct be 
‘sauves of doabt (seméoyahetx or amthdigdha), bub 20 

















a2 Inference 





simply middies thet fail to euggeet any conclusion (anaah- 
parasita)*. 
Bip 17. 2th hind sv sain 
pgs) = 
their mutual contadicsion wae" preach ham ot 
fpring rise to convishon: but would not conatitale 
{ica coum of doubt, Hat a octer a fect they are 
taf equally caong, beceua emt or fier Prope 
"onemyodies aber pail ogra vcr 
ing ust iv ectodhi or rod pp 108-4) wl be vablatad 
tpt miptralastboty (agametcdhte)” od then wil 





erat fended heh ct of pre 
PrafastopSds's position 1 thet, so matter how you 


gard the ‘eirnddhsepedhiotrin’, tha elnselfication of it 
aut serhdigdhe hetodbhasa will'be wnjostifable. You 
ay treat it an cave of the eeédk@rapa : bab in that cage 
‘will come under the head of anadhyorasite het na@hdso. 








Ths conditions of dovbt Bry 











antinomny will be found tobe s cave of 
Teapecs af one of ita alternatives, 
PBb, p.289 1.10." And the nolddle term which {a 

foun un the sadject (emsmeya) but 
in aboent mn what is homogeneous with the mubject ua well 
fa in what 18 ot bomogenecns with tbe wubject, being 
o0- ‘in either direction’ bs not a ground for 
tonclnion wis Sarelre dong the noe conludlng 
reason (auoddysvarite); for exarple, the argurment ‘every 
fleet in extant even before ite origination, Decades 1¢ 
originates’, ‘Tia * anddhdrase * i weluded under the 
‘prarthe ‘nopeisiah" (ot Vedeiha Sete TH. 
“ And if it be objected that the sxe or satdharana 
Dharma 18 slated (ma Vaxderike Setra TLi.21 and 92) to 
be @ cause of doubt (veméayahetu) the anawer in dat 
‘hin {a not the ouae (na), since the etna has w altferent 
mousing (onyBrthatoll", 

“-Wat yea meso is tat (on our view) the doubt we 
‘egurta wound oul! not eri from exporienoe ofits pet 
liar property (oar view being that such experncnce never 

pai, And et the ia, ih ay hak 
Soibe to whether sound a» ubeteore, quality or tolion 
‘inn efegipe uOhayathddrtted,e,from ambigaons 


sublated thesia’ in 
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Follasiss of Proposition an 





““Audbbility as sach 1 not cause of doubt. If it wore, 
the undeerrabie consequence woakd follow that doubt 
‘would arse m the caso of the six categorice (from their 
Aistinctive charactor). Teertore it io cal from the 
‘thought of a commen quality that doubt cam ante." 
SECTION 4 PALLACIER of “TRapoemaRe'. AD 
aL Rote 
‘The rocagnition of ieee classes of fallacies other 
Whar ofthe pel rprseted by, Pate, 
K He ol repreen ante 
ida and the Nya; ‘The fallscres of the Pro- 
tron and of the Example were quite unkoowa to 
/Maybyann and the cacly NySye, and wore rejected by 
eee laces of Os ed by the 
he flincves atom ary represen e 
vacate eis a 
fallacen of ths example musy be found 1a the and 
ab expounded by later logionss (oylpysteRaiddha), Flere, 
1 in other detais of loge, Kuuakrle accept, with modi- 
Feations, the taaching. of Praéaateptda 
(@ Prativiabhtes —Fellacies of the Proportion 
Predantapida, having defied the Proposition ws 5 
statement of a probands which does Bot involve 
ata Ries 2 Th oem De poaes t 
Esr"iGamoam's rere ite oar tL 
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ais Inference 








contradiction, (anumayoddeto ‘cirodhi), proceeds (PBA p- 
934 1, 8). ‘‘Aa tho reault of inserting into the dafi 
the condition “not imolving contradiction’, thove sppar- 
cnt oF fsllasions Propositions are excloded which .con- 
teudiot (1) pereaption, (Gi) inference, (ai) what bas beer 
accepted’, (iv) one's own dBetre, (9) one's own words. 

‘The Ngdpapracssst given « ninefold division, 
‘compoaed of thess five with four others. "The Slokaedet- 
‘ka! gives an independent classifentiod. 

PBb p, 9861. 4, “Examples are:— 

(© Fir i onl, ‘Tin in coutradited by peep 


(Gi) Phyical space ig dense ‘This in contradicied 
ip neecoe 


ih) Intoxienting liquor ie fo be drumk by a Bethe 
mona. 1s contradicted by scripture! 











‘amnie, The orang Oat re, pine, wcll 
Sealed Estee Teena rotey Goes 
Mint hah pray meray eS tet ong 
rita ee an Peg ewe Demag, Apes 

ey rae, Scenes bene oom oot may a 
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Foliaciss of Proposition 





‘This, when put forward by a Vaiderke, is 


(iv) Etfecta are existent belore their ongivation, 


his own dlatra* (ehioh 


the exathar 
‘pon-eristant 
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m8 Inference 





‘Four additiana? varieties are wetioned in the Nyd- 
vaprosese :— z : 
Gri) A thesis with an unsccepted minor. 
fi) A thesia with an umsceepted major. 
A thesis with both terms unaccepted * 
ix) A thesis umveraally scoepted, such 
in warm’, Tadinm logic alwe 
‘the fact that there can. be . 
probandum without eSdhaya of the 
eet to prove. And there can be no device 
‘to prove trains, 

‘KumAnls similarly states Uoat infarence is inapplic 
‘able (i) where tho thing is already knows fo bo wo, and 
(2) whore the contrary is elready known ta be the care! 
‘He gos om to my that soy of the ex mennst 


“a posh oh apount 
om 
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Fallacies of Proposition no 


of prot can in hun way mblat » scbmquent stamp! at 
Breet. 

‘There are obvious difficaltics in the conception ot a 
{allscious Proposition (pratifabhdea) or fallacious Thesis 
(pakgtbhaso), ae there are in ita Yater equivalent the Bub- 
Weted Reoson (badhitahetrtbhdss, bédhitarieayatza), 
‘Sridhara raises the general objection to the conception : 
“"'Thore cxnnot be sublation cf an inscparably connected. 
(oointdhatarys) eoiddle term, beosuse sublation and io 
veparuble connection are routually contradictory. To 
this objection wo reply tbat if the ‘threo cheracterisios of 
the middle’ are accapted a» cnnatituting inseparable con- 
eotion (yedi trewrdpyam erindbhteo “bkimeteh’ then 
‘hero és Carty cos) anblation of an inseparably connect= 
ea, mde tera for inraaoo there in ubltion (by per. 
caption) of the anrument “Bre w not warm, becavan it in 
1 product’. But af by axying that there is no eublation 
of an inseparably connected mille yo mean thet the 
“three characteritica of the roidale term" when the object 
is not sublated* conatstute stagparnble connection — 
then of course wo abou agroo that there in no rablation 
of an inseparably connected middle’. But thia 
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i) Niderdontdhasa, Yallasiee of Leamplification 


“ Esompliteatiam has {wo forme accordi 








se} 


nianty or chesimilerity. Bi 


ilanty consists in shows 





through 
through 
secon 


‘the constant 


Mark by the 


val maar of oe 





iment of the 


= of the Probardum or major Senta 








imdnyena _isagertmAnyesyizxendhtnadardanem) 
Sena cht feree ere eet 
‘an arrow. pon by 
ity consists in abowing tht in the contrary of the Pro- 
‘bandam there is absence of the Mack : for example, ‘what 
fn not substance does not possess movemment.—like the 
coniversal ‘Being’ 
‘The sie fallacies of smlar Ezemplifcation 
Bh. p. 2471.1. “By thin account of Exeropli- 
: ation the fallcions axam- 
plifications aze set amde, aa, 2n the atgrrment ‘Sound is 
feral, been tw neceporel, “the  exemplice- 
ions == 
‘What, insorporea) 1» fouba to be eternal, — 
) hike aa stom (atoms arw not ancorporeal) 
) Vike movement (movement in not tern) 
(8) Ie a pak (pot ate alter incorporeat or 


(4) like dericnese (darimens in nothnng) 
(6) nkyhike (a bare examplo without tlateremt of 
‘comnection) aad 
(6) ‘what in mubstance, possesses movement’ (an 
inverted statement of eannsction), 
‘Toso nix fallacies of exermplifcation through similar- 
ity ore designated a» — 
1) having the middle non-proven—tingisiddho. 
@) having the probendum noo-proven—axumeyt 
(8) having both tho middle snd the major non 
roven—uthayentdha 
(4) bering the mubairste non-proven—térayd- 
sida 
Fat chee Caer a es ke way te mt 


“oe ge tytn comin ft sheer wok 




















c Enferenos 


(6) wani of connection—snenugata 
©) inverted connection—viparttans, 
Hallacious Bxerapliscations by dissimilarity are— 
(7) not excluded middle (Migaeysortta) 
(8) not exoluded major (onxmepdoyaertia) 
() neither médle nor major excladed (ubhayde- 


ylortta) 
10) having a0 unreal mubatrate (Bérayesiddha) 
QD failure of exclusion (coyiortia). 
Ga) averted excision (iprteryrtt), 
TMusiratione are the following. 
"What enoa-teren! is ound fo be corpores) — 
(7) Tike action oes oot exclude the middle, 
ncorporeal. Action we not an example of 


the noa-incorporoal) 
(8) like stome (dost not exclude the wejor, 1 8. 
tiered, Atooe ere cot an example c! tho 


i a ae eli vale cl te 
at i 
ternal, {0.x in an exemple cetther of the 
‘non-fncorporea! nor of the non-eterntl) 
(20) like dorcnesa (the exarople ie not w rea thing) 
{2 jaraiae (bre ample waht wate of 
‘necessary exchurion of middle, 
Feol trosn conatetal, Te. the negeive of 
‘the major. ‘The bare example of the jar 
oon ot carry with it Boe th thet all 
‘non-eiernals sre corporee!) 
(12) ‘what is without motan 18 not substance’ (tbe 
owed enoomsrtance ws that “what 1 not 











substance is wishoot motion’). 
[land feat ba wie oopon! 
fora ‘nan-eubstanee,” tbe roar, you 


eluded ibe tor from tbe Segui of oe saddle} 


Buddhist eaxserstios of fallacies = OB. 





‘The interesting varieties here are Nos, 6 and 6, snd 
the correeponding Nos. 22 aud 19. Nos, 6 and 19 nocord 
sh the fc hat Prndastapd (nd with baste nutbot 

{ydyapracets, who gives a let corresponding ex0opt 
that it omite the @éraytaiddha, Nos. 4 and 10) had fxed 
the form (eidhs) of the mariana an 2 “ranjor premise’ 
Sumiarly Noe. § and 11 indicato the requirement of 
yap or avindthdve, a necessary connection between the 
tiributes exemplifing up tho concrete instance oF 
aratdnta’. 

Note on the number of the Follacies in Buddhist logic 

Sugints (p. 68) states that Bachkers Svimo recog- 
ised $9 fallacien nine of the thesis, fourteen of the re 
fon, and ten of the “ Bub af we consider th 











foal the momber i gra 
the Thesis 18 said to possess 9216, the Reason 117, th 
xaraple 84, 10 all hen 9417 fallacies appears 
to ba the setching of Rwoi-ke's Greet Commentary, not 
of the Nyayopreecte staat). 

Disindge dd not recognise the inst four of the 
fallacion of the Thenin given an the Nydyoprac 
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Inference 


at would specs tat his list of fallacies mount have 
99. Sugiura states the principle of divi- 
foarisea fallecies of the reason (p. 62): 
jumerated fourteen fallacies of the Beason. 

inta three groups wath reference to the 
1. The firet four are those whiah aro 
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depend on the farm relasinos of thn miAdle to the sapalea 
tod vipakya (i.e. roughly speaking, to the major): but 
‘of those Ego tthe sof 1 fallacies of (he 
toavon. The foar not accounted for in the Wheel (other 
than the four eriddha) sre the three raritien of piruddha 
‘where the middle is inconsintent with the minor, with the 
‘implications of the minor. and with tbe implicetions of 
‘jar: and (among the anicita) the sntinortic rend 

‘or viraddhéopobhictrin. 
Bagiure (p. 70) notes thot Diboaga “enumerates 
fallactes which may be coramitied in the couree of dis 
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proof of n valid Thesis... These fourteen fallacies Dinoa 
‘ueribes 40. Soomock *.” ‘Boemock’ 18. without doubt 
‘Akgapide (soe Suginza, p. 21 n. $), and theso fourteon 
fallacies of dispront (doganathtsa) are nothing but sn 
‘abbrevintd lst of the 24 j8tis of Npdgardtra Ble, V.i., as 
egal cear from te account geo by Sugiura (pp 38 
a0) cf relation’ 














‘He adis that the fourteen ‘fal 
ati) are not mentioned in Barhkera’s Pravefa-tarka- 








Sylloginci = 


sath the practical ignoring of Bk. ¥ of the Nyeyessing by 
Indian logitana fom tho tome of Pratelaptda enwstda 





Horn yeoman: ee wana oF axssone 
‘SS"ram lin Vaio AND inva THPES OF wrEe 
Ditnaga in the Pramsyaromaccaye’ gives a for- 
mal scheme of tine vahd and invalid types of Inference 
‘which spears to bo the earliest specimen of formal 
‘agllogistic’ im Indian ‘Too welere is « oorol- 
lary of the second aud third clauses of the tre 
‘hat iv to may ifn w watement of all possible relations fi 
‘inh the ramon or middle term may hand i pave 
cexaniples (sapakyar, XP's) on the one band, and to nega 
live examples (cipatsss, X non-P'e) oo the other ino. 
‘The middle term may be foubd in all, some, or nowe of 
¢ ponitve exaznples ; and again in ‘il, some, ar none 
of tha negative examples, ‘Tbe combination of theve two 
etn of ponsibilitien gives rine to the Nune Types :—- 
T All XP'sare M. and All X non-P's aro M 
(i.e. the Aetu is sapehravipakrargapahe’), 


“eames i gisele Ylourel Sogy m= RFE 
1 wo be toad Posen fm Daag $e a 





























Sidr. 3h beng io the nadharage ay 
“too general" variety of the seryabhicdra or 





1 
(opabroryspaks vipakgtortt, e.g, ‘Sound 
we nor-etermal because product’. VA- 
np. 

UL, All XP's are M, sad some X pon-P's are Mi 
co vipatkgathadetovrtt), 





“Bot ae an effect of volition, because 
non-eternal’ —But some things which are 
‘not effects of volition are non-eternal, 
Inghtoing. Taconclasiee (antdsta), 

‘IV. No XP's are M, and All X non-P's are M 
Gapakqaertt ipod yeryapake), © g. "Bound 
1s ternal because produced’. Bt there wt 
‘ho esampla of an elernal thing that ts pro- 
dnced; anc all examples of non-eternal 
things are prodacta. Contradictory, since 
the endence proves ibe contrary cooclsson 
4a the valid type Now. Tt in a breach 
af both the second end the third claues of 
the tsirgpyo. 

V, No XP's are M, and No X non-P's aro MC 

















example other than S in which M us 


‘Tha wheet of seavone 27 


proven, The evidenea i¢ eondined to ousen 
of non-M; end although this is found in al 
examples of ooa-P (ao thatthe third clause 
of the rairipya ie saad), ip als found 
imal eases of P, s0 Dt dhe second canon is 
ot antibod 


‘As satisfying only ove of the two lntter canons 
the argument is inconclusiee. (aniécita). 
‘The as8aharano of "ton restricted’ variety 
of the aseyabhicdra hetedbhdea, according, 
40 the later clasnfeation. But Prafavta- 
lds olanses tho astdharena on anadhyara- 
Fila, a reason based on no evidence wt al 
‘and refuses it the natse of enigeds—sashdt 
gahea remon boved on confiling ev 

lence. 








‘Vi. No XP’ are M, and some X now 
(eapakatertt’  cipakyzikedesoorti), 
‘Sound s eternal, ‘an effect of volt- 
‘ton’ But there are no examples of etor- 
tal things which are effects af volttion; and, 
‘on the other snd, rome (though not all 
-trna re fect of voor, © & 
ot 19 0, ighining is not 
‘argument Doth the second and the 





Ey) Inference 





the evidence proves the ooutrary conclusion 
in the valid type No. VII. 
‘VIL. Sowe XP's sre M, and All X xon-P's are M. 
(gepabgaitadesooyts cipekyaryepata), e.g, 
“dound not, an effect of effort, buceuse nor 
ternal’. Tes true thas some tbings which 
‘re not eects of ef ort sre non-clermal, 6.6. 
lightuing, 10 that the socond canon in 
‘fed : bat on the ofber hacd ali thingy that 
fre eficia of voition are nor-elernal, 6.6. 
‘pot (all X noa-P's are MO, 60 thal 
breaks the third éanon which 
that al) X nan-P's mob be no0-M. 
Tis inconcteiee 
ino came sa comic, cane he 
not prove the contrary conclemon, bat 
(ote efalysarecluee inferno tn can 








‘anos 
YON, Gore FP uy Med Mo X en ie 
i vipekeaerts), 
io powetoral, rosso 62 
volition’. 
VALID. For some, thougl not al, non- 
ternal things, ¢.g.'s pos, are eflcts of 
while no eleraal thangs sre effcts 
cof volition, e.g. eter. So that both canons 
‘© satisfed. Tt difers from the other 








Brat te not teeeesry to the validity of 
argument that M shoald reside in olf XP's 
of, aa we should pat it, it ie not necessary 
‘het ‘all P should be Mall we noed is 
‘hat ‘all M should be P*. 











ia cleraal beenuse 1 3 corgoren!’—Bur al- 
‘hougs wme ctenal tinge are corporeal, 
ig. staan (other, e.g. ther, not baa m0), 


19 uot the oase that no mon-eiernal things 





‘spol. That is, chough the argeroort sate 
fies ti second enue, it Urenks the third. 
Is in therefors inconctesive~-<iffermmg from 
‘No. VII only in thin respect that the 
qoally iaronctonve aeferenon of the com 
trary would be ws thus name type so not on 
1 diferent (ype 
‘To wuts up this ‘ Wheel of Reasana *. Ts given (1) 
‘wo types which aro ealid ws satintying both the second 
find the third * canons ** (2) twe types which are ron: 
tradictory 1a natislying weither canon and so edmitting 
(root of tho contrary in one or otber of the two valid 
fypes : (9) Sve types which are inconclusive up satisfying 
‘only one of tho to later canons. Four of these ineon- 
clouve ssllogiams xalify the wecood canon, i.e. they 
sngue fron pomtive evidence. ‘Tbe ftth—the eeddkdrang 
fr too restricted reanoo—esnnct satiety the positive cinco 
bceuno from the nature of the case tbere 30 no positive 
evidence available 1a fevoar of either alternative. From 
tho onture of the case, again, ib eawnat help estisfying 
the negative canon—8 being the only ME, there cannot be 
any X coo-P which is M. ” Bat (if there ace any XP's 
sedduoible!) it will be oqually troe thet there cannot 








“Gaerne rere 
oe ERS, SS Lid 
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bbe any XP's which are M—so that the negative enidence 
‘will point in the direction of both altomastives equally, 
and tho argument will be ineanclasive, 

‘The salient difference between this Whoe! of Bensons 
sand the Barbara Celavent of western formalism ia that the 
Jotterstarta from the major premise end ignores the evid~ 


types of aylloguan ne dotermined by the 
Finds of evidence which may be adduced in support of the 
‘conclusion. Tn other words the Indian lagicien ia con- 
seeped wih the ration of Cio sopalgar and epsigar, 
‘XP's and X non-P's, while the western schoalman 

‘with the relations of Mf to an abstract P. The rere 











‘itv original obaracter. "When the ion of 
aan of in to overshadow the 
4 Rromplificat rans), the distinc 


tion between the Tadian and the Aristotelian ryllogiams 
‘agine 0 bo Bind "for the védharona tends then 49 
‘samumo the oxture of a * mejor premise ", upd the examplo 
‘begin to look like ap exoresceoce ; and there is even 
vcommencarsent of « development, ont of the notions of 
‘ovtpps and epipsks, of sometting thet imght bave 
‘beoome & quantitative logic 
‘The ‘Jorma’ of the nidariana, and the notions of rytpya 
‘ond vpapeks. 

1s may bave been Kamarils who developed on these 
Anos the implications of the ‘ sighi* or ‘form ° Tad 
dowa in the legic of 's age for the wider 
‘oso, Komria' insists tbe. object of the 
zuma i coor” Dereaos ofthe mile ty the 
‘mejor term * gomyeno—NRA on 
1107): wbd tbat thi" pervasion "cam only be conveyed by 











0. Yar, ents, 1 


Tendency towends quantitating logic 881 





4 deste order of the terms (mconteiteye—NRA), the 
tniddle boing the subject (addedye) aad the mejor the 
Prodnae, ‘th eubjecs i the ogSpye or perracod whi 
ie preicate mejor tee) the epgale or porae, 
‘The mark of the subject is that the relet pat ' is at- 
tached to, and thet tw steed fess The teark of Coe 
freely i thatthe corlatve tats used with ie aod 
‘the particle ¢ea. Era by its restrictive foreo, being 
attached to the predicate oe tar term,“ datibuten? 
the subjest or fide tera. And tes we have what ia 
fejovabod to our" Ai) Mig Pan toe arceamery fore of 
te daring which can wow fy be elo ar 
‘promise ‘The quantitative implications in tho notions 
he “oe and spépcke are “ta ‘et ovt by Kuminia: 
yeays detakdlabhyde somo nyino aft, mt bhawet 
Xo iabyo, oytpakas fargo seme et “thpadhiko' pi, 
j¢ grhite ‘tthe vyépakes tasya Leila 
a hy Onpthd Dhcaty end Spbypanyeahat tye 
katoagrhitas tx sane godyom eastutah 
‘Wihaige pu acinutahalead oyboyee na pratpadayet, 
(&i. Vart., anumina, &—7). 
+ The pervaded is what bas equal or Jens extension 
in space mod time itn pervader se whet 
door exieonon, Tine meas wat Shon 
thing 1» apprebanded, sty pervader 18 
fol ofherwte would the rlstion af 
foil wee Se tn Ant altogh fhe poet be 
Gometimes) ‘a e yin a 
sa sa iy thaw ih coun inns 
feues bon the pervader” i gresier in 
‘extension).—still, ‘tt would not cause the pervaded to be 
Stared 


























or eyitpeka',—Thia last couplet is quoted by 
in denling with Pradartaptte's account of the evparti@ne- 
gata-nidardondbhdsa). “In the argument ‘wind ig sab 
stance because possesses movement, the possemion of 
‘iorement ig the pervaded and the being aubabsaoe 14 the 
erader And.» xnuvemal connection o * perasion 
(oyapti’ is reatricled to what is pervaded, solely (yao ca 
vudpyum todekeniyate eyeptik), 202 doen not, like te 
relation of conjunction or contact (eamhyoga), attach 10 
Toth terms; for the reason that the perrader overlaps the 
pervaded ‘And even where two terms much aa * being & 
Drogact ' end * being non-etercal * have muttl univer 
aal connection or ars equipolient (aomacyépitke), no that 
the pervaced is also perrader, even here the univerya! con 
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Farther moods of ths Syllopion 28 


ons cae er Saree 
LS LSAPREE TPT rae 
roving lee mprenas dobath, Shih Desmigs fas 
irew.ny 10] iustinetion, il 
Dist iene mewn vat aevew ee of 
non-P (coidyamana-eepalqs, eoidamdnaripaka) and the 
a ew i ‘reason is not found te ent te 
taking patgodherwet ihe releit of B W'S inte 26 
doautt "I former dsneion aids seven oder Pouate 
‘we the nine resogniaed by Didniga three m which 
is no X nomP, ‘whnle the reason in present in all, 
‘some, or none, of the existent XP's : three ip which there. 
‘inno XP, while the reason is present im all, some, of none, 
2 Ge Corie Nose oad om tn wake tr 
ele ey RE ar ay X oan ae poo ela 
iies we 
‘But the insisteace oa taking mto scoount the relation 
of M to B resolta in the multiplication of thie total 
thrve : for this relation alto tssames three farm, accord 
ing a9 M resides 1 sll, or some, or none, of the Rubjoot 
Aaddhysoylpaks, sddhysikededsortts, sSdhytortts). 
total of types of syllogum and paralogiem thus reaches 
Seed Bes'us Ul igys A ria M rte ot 
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ly, oF not of all, i 8, are esiddha', only the firet 
into wotount. The fwo Isiler 
feta of sixtzon merely repeat the Sst sixteen typs9, 
the addition of what wo should call a false minor pretoise. 
Ud2sotniars's oonteation as against the Buddies i that 
‘hey are wrong in bolding thst only « retocn which set 


z 











7 
‘ol eatiaty the secocd Canon and is therefore dexpadoyutta 
vr charuoteriaed anly by two eaves of the trairspya; and 
ezumn the example of tha two ald typ rv sn the 
‘Whee! of Reasons are as a matier of fact of the purely 
postive type (keesLinoayin) for the Buddhiet, who doce 
‘not admit that thore ia snyttang eternal (snabhyupagate- 
nitystoapakea)". Tt will thea be necessary #0 recognise 
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Perther moods of the Sylogion 
‘OL the gran tpee added by Tapas tothe vine 
of the Wael of Betone oe X RUD, We hes tbe 


ot onty tie valid typos, bat ve, viz, two based on 
‘oth postive and negetive evidence (anszyumyattrehin, 


two bust eniy am ponisiveerizece (swipe rou 
Soultmnpins) oll cox asl a gure acca 


(oyatirekin—kevalacyatirebin). 
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Further moods of the Sqllogiom = S57 





(a) The Perey Pootion tapes (onepin, Letina 
vin 


‘Thore aco reveral_pacsages' im which Uddyota- 
‘dra seems to aay that two of the three purely positive 


on, eon Et Sod me be eco, 





Inference 


types ee valid yumects. And yet exatizaton ofthese 
‘passages discloses the fact thet he cever gives an example 
EF titee types wbich ho would himself consider ea retily 
belonging to them : the arguments given od (ostrations 
being in’ every case arguments which are really of the 
‘posttive-magative’ (anvaysopatireken) type, but which 
sbontd be * purely positive for the Buddbiet, af he were 
teanistent. "Moreover, the argument fr thelr validty 
very ane tae the lara of au srguentam ad heminem. 
* Bither the two acgamente which the Buddhist 
‘gives na illosttations of valid epllogiems are ‘not val 
Gr el be mrt aduit thatthe purely poritve ype in € 
valid irpe of syle 1. There seems ta be no ord 
in which Tddyotaksra deAnitely commits Wiruell to 
ve ia the Frames ja ees Tul tpe thsgh thie 
Me ame af the Newayika 
felool Vacaopn Sues aay tanec’ or 
Taddyotalara'n own point of wew, of the purely positive 
ype would be ‘ differences sre namesble, beosuse they are 
Faowable, Uke univers": Ee argues toa stoence 
fa negative fomenet does a excise ‘a middle cai of 
ita eogency * for this not depend simoly on 
‘the tegatiee covcomtatoe “AI moor? ie non Mts cit 






























Are negative instences necewary! = 390 


it did the ‘ to restricted * (osddhdraza) middle would be 
1 wid renson—: 1 depends on ite being endowed with 
‘essential relationship to the thing to be proved (evastdh- 
your saha evebAdeukssémbendhaiSKia); and the fact of 
ite being so endowed can be known by a purely povitive- 
concomitance provided i be uncemditioned (aneoy 

trondpy pbakirekitena); yust en it can be koown by the- 
combined positive-negative cancamlance. And. the 
‘negative coneomitanee can (in thin case) be dispensed 
with, But where negative instances, X von-P's, exist, 
‘the negativa concomitanoe has fo be iaken into account, 
to vet use the doubt aa to M's residence in X non-P's' 


‘The question of eoorse remaine—Flow, on «view of 
Inferevce which maken tesectually an aut of example, 
‘a at pomible to be nore that a eoncoritance iv "neon 
Ainoned ', 10 the absence of negative corroborative evid 
fence? The * modero "school baa expended much ingen 
tity in the search for a definition of spépi, universal con 
comitanes, which shall caver the use of the * porely 
poartive ‘ inference.  Gadgeds in the Tattooontimiens 
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‘eviews « sori of such definitions and rejects them all on 
‘the ground that they involve, explicitly or implicitly, 
reference to « ipstge, X non-P, in which M is absent, 
‘and thus exclude the * purely poutive ° inference’. 

Difficulties also arate in tho attempt to draw 2 die- 
tinction between the purely pontsve inference, which w 
accepted as valld, and certain inference which come 
‘under the rubric avidyemanasspelgeripakya (No. 16 of 
‘the Tables abore), 1¢. an argument of which the minor 
erm in ‘ ovorything " and io which therefore the mejor 
szyuit alao be found in everything, #0 that there could te 
‘no negative instance’. As dere can be no postive 
anstance aapakya, eter, mace everyting we the paige, 
‘8 searse clear that such ‘arguments must be regurded «1 
invalid on the view which makes snferance an aeir of 
examples, For m nich arguments co examples, positive 
‘ax negative, are fortheomung.—And yet it veers obvioue 
‘2bat if wo cam validly argue tet ' the pot in namenb 
‘becausa Koowable ', we could yost as well argue that 
* enerything in nameable cease knowable *. 




















‘Are potitice inatencer necemaryt = A 


‘There were some who were driven by ths logic of 
their own first principles into admitting the validity of 
* the pot is namenble because kncwable ", while denying 
the validity of "ail i» mameahle becnune ixowable "7 of 
‘the ground that im the former case positive evidence 
(sapakqae) wt lactis evaslable: while in the lates ease no 
feideco a al is arial, the ulin mare of the 
pola exclnding the possiinty of quoting exampler not 
inched re the pakge itself and to quote tbe pak ital! 
at an example of courve begs te question Tt wat io fact 
impowible to defend the -argunient. “all is nmmenble 
Beorne From to ce wut ro he an 
sapelire-vipata: except by the dewpernte device of allow. 
ing one or other of the particulars which conmtitute the 
poli to figure also in the capacity of sapaky 

) The Purely Negative Type (epetireken, aette 

hata, hevoleryetsrebin) 


TE there 18 room for doubt x to Tdayotakarn’ 
tude towarts the purely poutive inference, he makes up 
for i by an wnequivocal defence of the valisty of the 
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uray esse peo 25 tthe Tabs hong) 
‘an srguent ofthis type, since there are no cases of P 
other than 8) by definition, and since M does not reside 
in tha onsen of mon-P (for if it did the argument world be 
2 fallacy wa vialsting the third caon—teo Nos. 19 and 
TO, it follows thet the middle term is restricted to the 
minor. In other word it is eddAarops, 


utes the property of Possowung vital functions 
‘peculiar property living orgenimm. Bus 
mitied that » pecubar property of the Bubject iv a fallaci 
ous middle term, designated the ' too restricted reason * 
(anddhdrapahetedbhdse), fx such an argument aa * sound 
in ctarna] because the object of hearing". Must it not 
{tra be consideend Fakes oe tae ‘(eapporedty valid) 
« pegative * lin yenino 
eae peel, 7 fla 
cos uses of » middle tecro: "Whice reseed existence 
Jn, tho subject of the inference? —Uadyotalare’s answer 
‘in that tho negative reason (seidharmyshets) in indeed a 
Nreatricted * quality (aatahdraga); but it is a reericted 
aqutlity the opposite of which (non-M) me found only in 
aay eg da al da 
= 

tas anal ead asada 
vol w negative argument, is not the mere concomitunce of 
asain pra oan i ore rn 
deaie ire come ieee 
the concomitanes, 1.6. the fsot thst M 1s aot found with 


fe ee le mite eng ten epg ee ok 
ose pats A peerage Et 















Proof ssithost sagatice instances = UB. 


‘nan-P in the former eaze, and the fect that non-KE (tho 
‘esidhorwiya) is not found with P in the latter cage. Now 
in the case of the * too restrict * fallacious resaon non- 
MS oe rh Ps al aro one he 

nga which are not objects of hearing, some are 
‘but some aro noneternal : 90 that dhe argument * 40 
4s eternal (or noo-eternsl) because the object af hearing ’ 
is invalid, But in the case of the ‘ purely negative ° 
rgtaent the organiam hae a sool because pomsned of 
‘vial functions’, on-MC ww only found with X non-P— 
or the simple reason that there are no XP's, 8 being th 
-only P; and M is stricted to 8. That m, the orgacinr, 
8, to which vital focctions, M, are restriiod, is the only 
‘thing to whuoh estber party would attribute pomenvon af 
‘oal, P: therefore the absence of cital functions (noa- 
‘M) i oniy found wa things which ace not of soul 
von-P),  Therofare his angumant satefies the condition 
of srvebetne'—eaidherngeh na ebhicreti—* 
‘and tn valid, 























since 


condition of the 
ig that 


only found in S, no 
3e conctosion : in o¢her words the argument 


povitioe saiencs! thet 8 ws P will” be sveilsbl," TE 


tive evidence forthcoming’), 


es 


the abgencs ot 


zminarspakya iv order to be vald. I? that 
condition in fuldted, the negetive evidence is bound to be 
will be found ex hypothens 1% all csee 


Js amounts fo thie, It Moe 
‘outaide S, ao that the concormitanee of oon-M and oon-P 


‘there is any postive evidence (XP's) available it will in 
fact savalidate the conclusion intended to be drawn 
(because it will ez hypathes’ be ease of KP no0-B): 
tumtormly in favour of the conclusion (esrumo 


0 that absence of postive evidence is 


Eo 

wahduy of 
must be 
there is any 
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Vital functions and soul 


‘The valid purciy negative argument, ge formulated 
by Udayotakura, sovolves an illtett prooees of the major 


torn, 


‘yard apripddsmet tat _ssreavh 


Srrlam iti. aprépddsmetteash oa jleacchastean nivartate, 


lanmad tadacyabhicéri nirktmakatoam api necarta: 





pati 


ipa 


aia 








5 


helt 


bs ae 





inp 
BE Hore 
ul 


fei : 


ity 2; 


ities 


if 
ii 


ae 


a8, 


pies 


hit 
- 


rat gf, 
i 


wh 


Pues 





: 


ST a 


are 


6 Isference 


All thet is wuthout vitel fonctions ia without soul : 
‘The living orgenism is ect without vital funo- 
tone : 


‘Therefore the living organier is nat without soul. 
ica in commenting on this 
says Wat the "soajr premise * ait be "courant 
(oyatyasexs yojand) into the form ylean nirdimakam tat 
sareom opripadimad dritam— 
All that is without soal ie wthout vital funetsans, 
Nor 1s ther» any formal objection to thie conversion, 
‘rota the point of view of those for whom life and woal #70 
af equelextansion. Buti openly begs the queaton: for 


‘Position is that some things without s pou! 
oe The ete Forgacchts tent) do presess veal faaclens, 


otakare’s foronslation appears to void the petitio, 
Ninogat ope wera a hogs toe atl lens 
would have a formal dificulty in refusing to accept the 
fronton gat all weesimate thing ar wale. Bat 
ue avoiding an opaa bagging ofthe gueton be merely 
tranafortmy wat is tho vane fidlatty smo the form of 
tn illicit major. “He is quite oware of tbo difficulty, 
and aitempis to meet it by en argumention ad hominem, 
‘The critic of the argutsent can only wubstectiate top 
charge of ibiit major by adducing, as sn example of a 
‘thing which 1 mot devord of vital fancons and devoid of 
soul, the subject (pakea, 8)—the lrg organism itself 
for, from the very nature of the ergument, there is no 
obber ome of Gung pomesed cf ata) funetions (not 
ovoid of vital functions) which can be instanced*. 
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be poral ject 2 
pakga iteel?, M is sccompanied by pan 
dina prot and yet not non-teral 
_ Uddzotakarn’s defence of the argument smounts 10 
‘hin Ther ts to pritive endence ‘he opponent 
‘cannot therefore point to casea in whieh vital functions 
‘tro found in the absence of a soul Nor can the defen- 
dant, on the other band, point to cases in which vital 
onetoon are found togeiter with cu". The cbor 
taunt be argued ow the base of the negative evidence. 
And hare the defendant has it all bie own way, from the 
ery hatore of the cae: for al cues X now? ary Dees. 
‘arlly non-M* to that no exception can be forthooraing 
‘to the concomitance M and non-P—"* saidharm- 


| 


"he deen ingenion; and ot ager 
ainpsed ingen. Poin ve hat ere othe 
tegument in he diference betwee the rabpot and al 
Siler tng. Bat Sane rege et Prome 








(ive: and to insist thet the argument 1s ‘purely negative! 


in te exclude th positive tuctor. 





of Uddyotakarn's 
2 well 


‘precluded from admitting the 


wealness 





ect, 8, italf a5 ovdence. But Difference 
Taqllees to sorts of erideaoe—poubive 
(©) Phe Anpaseshhtrint 


+ and the 


affair of * evudence ', arguing from particular to parheu- 


fiou—& weakness inherent mu the view 
aris that he fegle himself 


‘othang’ 


subject, 
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The axspabsrharin a 


a ua hm ob erent ton, it” pay 
tive” type, '" Yah pussy csadharopo dharma 
alos ve, cea, yess iieganiatyon ne sche 
fermen na hetwh? Yathd carvase aitern sotteat "'— 
“Why should not a middle terse which ia's peculiar pro- 
perty residing in the Babyect (8) only, and with ‘° 
ical aie te mp gunn 
fa reason? ng creyihing i lea Be 

"Tho principe wiigh on tod were 

Gite dhe lid" peey” regatie per Non ab. 
from the fallacy of the * too restricted maddie ' (asadha- 
tehefedbhdoe}—the prin tia boneM raver found 
in XP's but always in X oon-P'e—m toh applicable, 
decuure there are no cnses of wof-M, nor of XP, nor gain 
OfX non... Another principle i required, and Uddyotn- 
Kara satan it) ‘The foxt rune:~ofyem aaadharaya ha 
dort) orpderte Retud.—An it node than doce ot 
‘com to give any sansa, ‘The editorial nole expresses an 
opiaton Git coptertte hetuh nthe true reading’: bot thi 
‘fain does not cece good. tome. JaK'e ranation 
Finpher n reeding > tolyam, esidkdronah, we syderttas, 
anpierttc na hetnh. ‘True: the property of exintence 
{n'a unique ove; but it 18 one that in not excluded from 
‘ow exclusion eat 

Bore (rut negative Probane."" ‘Thon is good sare, dhough 
the principe enenciled-—thas an unlimited idle in 
rasa era Ne 1, oe of 
pponaly vain" purely ponsove hyper She pot in 
weet ‘becsure knowable *» Tt : poate ‘that 
Tone by thar ap Salat ene in a ntiid 
‘minot is pote valid resaon"’. This would exactly 
‘Te explo whack Uidgotalara_giver—all 
camples co givee—all in 

eterzal tecaune ever or bokiae kaonedle.are bth 


wave ie 























Pa Inference 


folse, because o+ e.matter of fact the most of the argn- 
que (eral) snot uphill in extenaan atbough 

‘parton wi ‘argument mast be presu! 
Si epen rn os Se eee web poe 
bs no excuse for putting the argument under the rubric 
svidyarednavipslga). What would be hove ssid of an 
‘argument which dovs really conform to ihe rubric, und 
of which the conelnaion therefore canoe but be trie, 
ftuch a6 the wlock case " evarything is namesble becauve 
Imowsble '?” He must have condemned it if he adbered 
to tho view of inference as argument froe like and unlike 
canes : for it ie w necessary corcliery of this wow that 
‘sbout everything you can prove nothing 

Note A. 
‘The introduction of avsdharenas into the treirtpyo. 
‘Uidyotakars'e enticiam (NV pp. 28-69). 








siripye), a6 formulated by Didntgo, in 
Avumeye "the tettulpe aadbhdeo tas, Uadyo- 
takers pofois out thet, on the one hand, itu neoom 
sacy to read into Yum rritre forty (ouch, tn art 
expres * eos * in various powitione) : and that, on 
{iether Lind, ach retin eanvet te read Int the 
formule withour ovaking the whole velf-contradictory, 
fund some of the paris superfioous. 
‘The formula says that a vad maddie term— 
3, sides ic the anumeys (eddhye), 
Hl renidos in what resembles the anumeya (1.0. 
im sopolyas or positive examzles), 
owe ot ride in "whet io oot ike he 


namaye (he. ia cpainr nage 
examples), That is to ay: SP is 
3; ooa-P isnot 


Uddyotakara says that the fret cltoes sill fail to 
szsladeavoh argumecte an atoms are transitory eotose 














iden in ofthe Subject, 
Sirdoaione sip are odontal 





1m onde to exclade such arguments it in necentry to 
find souswisery isthe frmapga the roycnenent tat te 
tio tern shall be sddyarpapeto, and not merely 
sdhyethodetsrts.. "Tous in ie cecenny ‘0 20d 

erent that ait BP wool be MC (which comaituter 
palgedbormai- 

‘The Baedihe now msintsins thes thi require 
can be rnd ato the Bret claus of ha force anemoye 
Sedbhicab—in vires of « eotrctive fore (anadhdraga) 
‘hich ta ipod im the salem.” Cedyotakny webs” 
SDhat reicion i intend? wo diterea rerisons 
tro, i tha St iastaoce, pombe 

(a) soumaye sadbhtea eve, 
oatence nto aft 
oud (8) anumsys ons sadbhooah, 
‘aimetoe bn the subject. 
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ton Inference 





‘But ihe Intier is ambiguocs. Does t stand for 
 thacaly eodwumeye ssdbhzoek, 

‘or does if stand for 
Ci) onemeya ora thacan sedbhacak? 

__In the form () you az amerting samphotioally, 08 
sngninst the mggestion that M and SP do not co-eriet, 
‘that ' theee is exstencs of M in SP” (ossmbhavo nivar- 
‘gate, non-co-erintancs 1s set. aside) . but you do not uni 
ehte whathar all SP in M or only some SF ie M. 80 that 
‘restriction in this form will be of no use.” In the form 
(i) you are asserting thas the concorsitanos with Mie 
fogrd wt the axumeys, but nowbere else, Tn that case 

{you,are conteadioting your cond canon, which telly ox 
iad ho middle fers niet be found claewbere thar in the 
anumeys or SP,—to wit, 10 the sepakto or XP. And 
‘the rertnation does not grve the required force m any 
cease: for it aays that ° onty BP is MC"; and thie doo not 
imply (what wo require) thet ' ol! BP ie ME 

‘Aa to, the Grit main alternative, (a) abore 1 ¢ 
taking the * ens * after the second word (wtteram ~vad- 
haraqam, i.e, anumeye eadbhdea evs,—contrasied with 
pAroom. geddhdranom, 1.0. eve taken with the fret word 
in the sentence, anamiege ens sedthéea)) : the Bauddha 
sage that thia gives the meaning of a ryépti 

Hie arta). "Een 0." itis the anamaye, SP 

“distributed * by the universality of predication 
There (avadnsrilans oydptyA)—nat the property, vs 

















The second canin ig reper fixous 253, 








‘connection (dharma) : for the peiseiple ie that the ox 
‘ction sppliee fo samething o2her than that to which the 
article eva is attached (yata cockeragam, tato ‘npatrt 
sadhtraper iti). ‘That 14, when the coe, ‘oaly’, 19 
stiachod to the prodicsie (eadbhdss, in the statement 
amumcyo eedbhdes coa), it in the subject of ve proposi- 
ion (omumspa, here} thet is delimited (ersdhanie, 1.0. 
‘dustributed’. ‘Cf, the formule of cur aehoola ogre" aly 
P Pr 

By the aldibon of the restrictive particle to oon 
comitence-with-M, the snameys (3P) mw restritad 
(to concomitance-wil-M, 1.¢. i ‘isributed'—niye 
ta); bot “concomtance” in lof, undistributed (proesta), 
ing to ter blag fro poi, ve. epppatines 
‘and grenter extension (eytptystsepSpibhudin, 1c. 1m 
te doc all cawe-ot continent ave cunt 
‘SP: but it way alao be that only some eaex-of-concomite 
ance: with-M are casesf-8P)* 

‘Rut tf M extends beyond SP, there will be two vets of 
‘enses loft over to which 1 night extend —easen of P other 
‘than BP: and caves of coo-P. Tt may be admitted that 
the Buddhist formats rghtiy excindes the extension of M. 
40 non-P im ite thind olavoe, ndstis "aati. But ten the 
second clanns fetteige sedbigced hecotes pointless, mee- 
ng thet all thet the second clmise desires to amért ix 

















mH Anjorence 





Ainuple consomitance (i.e. not ooiversat concomrtstcs) 
of wih ves of Poe dat SP a ths bas 
ikbicees athe eye ade an 
ti, ox extension of M beyond SP te other casee of P. 
‘Tho Bauddha replice thst the second clanse is stated 
for the sake of & restrictive fore, agsia, which is ta be 
read info ih, Uddyotakare oko agais—ehst rewtrietion 
is meant?” Are we to understand the second clause 10 
(o) tattulye ova radbhaeah? 
o ee taltalye sedbhies evs? 
‘Too former ioterpretaton is impourble, becaure it 
‘Gistribtes” tho predicate, sadbhoa, ao that the p 
tlon would mean that M's exinebce in elected 49 XP" 
‘wih the rou that thin lator claaboonld tiBate the 
ormer, which asgerind thet M is foand in SP*. It ie vot 
possible to say ‘lend only Devadstia, ond: Yojtatotta 
Tot bo, hice alo, the sience ‘be idle term exists 








miler to the Bubject, ruch a2 the middle torm, proyat~ 
‘fandnteriyakatea", would net" be a valid middlo term. 

‘What the Boudéha wishes to say is that M meat be 
found i> tome (oot uecesarily i a) XP's, Udivo. 

ara’s poiut bere merely in that Kis form ot 

toconed i maying Whie,not even, with the belp of 
‘evadhsvanar 

Hloewhere Uddyotakara raises hiv reel objection, 
which is shat a valid argument need not souaty this con- 
dition. For a "purely negative’ argument in valid, j.c. 20 
‘arquinent in whieh there arw no eapakeas, 

Uedayotakara now proceeds to the ctiticie of the 
‘third clause of the definition. 














om ee ae 


<tonit sore i grou or eoppert (dha) of which 
ometbing ban be denied 

"The Baudiha makes the ueual eply—this clause (00 
Inns the purpose of eeadhdrand, restriction. Uadsotakare 
‘aks : what is resizicied? “Do you. mean (2) néstitoted 
“aati? or (2) aacty ova ndetith? I the formor, the claure 
is superdious, far 24 would be undersiood without men- 
flow” Suppove then that the Tair. eat wea nds 
in tho meaning. ‘an argument tke ‘thus is » cow, 
Decausa it haa horas’ cab claim the ‘tle of vubd reason, 
For ibe non-existence (ndstv) of horas 38 certainly ree- 
‘trialed to what is otber-that-cow, and so the condition 
‘evaty ea nets v9 eatisfed . though the condition ndsig 
‘400 would not be sotinfod, 

taty coo nati mesne thet 9 in nbaon’ «nly in non- 
P,, horas are abvent only in pow-cows, ‘That an, All croa- 
‘tron without Koras ere other than cows, or, only crow 
‘tres other than cows are horalens. ‘This condition is 











aati nbaty vs means that M in only aboont—never 
‘present—in what us other than P.X non-P's are a 

‘uou-M, oF, olf nom-P's are non-M This condition is 
-sourve not satisGed by the argument, for we campot say 
that All poo-cow™a are heralew, oF that only bornesa crea- 
fares are non-cown. ‘Thin is of costae the cxrential condi- 
‘ton, na expressed in the later formila asettsam coe rip- 
-alge, 5. the hatw raust be abecot om all the oipakany 
‘hod Uddyotakarn’s only objection to this formula wt that is 
‘haa slreatly been stated in tattalya era aadbhacal 
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Note B. 


Dharwaliri’s doctrine of the samuoctyoménd 
harap at araed by Vaeupat Mite NPT pia) 
th toca the Gap by ecg ead 
rt bro clausos of the tratrSpye, ing 
Gropa’s’ to them, as to make the See! canon slate iad 
the nndalo tare mount reride in ihe aubjeot of inference 
(anemeya), while the second cancn states that it mvt 
rende in. things Which resemble the eubject only’. 
Bat it it isto reside only im things tke the eubject, then 
{it moms to be excluded from reedence a0 the enbjoct 
ell: no thet the second ston weetae to contradiet the 
ft Wor, a Dddyoakars puts only Innate 
would ey ted Devadata nly sod eed Yaa: 
a merece le ramet in ir 
peo ge ng aig raftgegy ent 
of the contradichon of the fit clause by tiv follawing 
cleave (péreepadena sohe extodhe nvdavtsnom tha Xk i 
WAvaTir—NVP p. 1981 23) Be then goa not 10 
Nate the doctrine tbat eooteadictwn ia euch eaten can be 
wooded by setatedin fe rnin to be aga 
five (ve ice to. te Deved 
tn Sajdai, tae Wo ales 
ae 
‘mat elds to te SP, and in the sap 
Pipe, Ei ely, aa hepegetesrsisotat Intended 
2. the “only” testis the middle term from 


‘vipa 
SP. (somnectyemancoedhiraxem cipekpomdirdd ort 
pueacchinctti, ne te anvmey@t). Az illustration ia to be 























158 Isferonce 


found in the sentence : ‘In the begmnmg be genersted 
‘from himself pwo sons, —Nara and Nécdyaps only (Nara 
1 Naréyanom ova ca}. Tye with « viow to thin vuggee- 
ton tha the Vartike says ‘abd ao bere also, 
‘that the middle term exits in thinge ike the w 
and in the wubject, would be tbe language of luna 
For, if it were & oaso of aggragutive restriction, 
‘the ‘word ‘only’ woold be attached to the corresponding 
‘word in both clauses, i. it would be attached to the word 
snumeye in the frst cinvse (ansmeya 
MC rauet be found in SP ooly) 

word attulye tn dae second ene (tatty eon v0tM 
‘vob, M cust be found in XP only), 1m the sense of exclid- 
{ng M from connection with anything elt, (1m that ease 
SSoiine foie aggrne SP-and RPO mt soe 
applying 40 the aggregate -XP—M mort ren 
ir'gP and XP oaly) 


‘—Bol if we thus road she frst cloves ae eacaning dat 
“M residen andy in SP" we should (a2 pointed out before) 
te edmliing a mB, « ll wr wih mali 8 

‘al fanumeysi iis oph kath aya)? 
Red Go dhe mtn ‘quel an parle he 
generated two soos, Nara and Naréyens ocly") it tn oer~ 
{aioly not tho ease that the particle eve (‘only’) is attached 




















Bemucelyemandoadhtrene 259 


10 the word Narayans in the sense of prectading union 
{ot tho sbancler of beng. gewrlad by the bing tb 
‘anything eas (onpoyogerystacchedena), 
tached to the word Nara in the senso of pre- 
cluding from Nara non-union (of the character of being 
‘generated by this being—ayogscyacachedena)’. 

—Vary wall then (replies the Bewdéha), 1 can be 
‘maintasned by a person who wishes to avoid applying the 

ricsve particle in differ seasea in the two suse, 
‘hut the particle cee is uscd tbe second 
the sense of precluding noo-union with Min the case of 
the eopakga, just as itm ased in the rst clause tn tbe sense 
of presading nonunion with Mc the caw of the 
‘axumeys.—The inthe doubt whieh the Yariska rites 1n 
ee ord yow spt oer lleaaivacodmferpe 
‘he fret clause to mesa fottulye sadthave nod 
Refas ofthe doubt inthe wadr toe You cele at 
fnvalft mela tema which rede 0 some bt not tal 
‘raular case 

After oma further diemwon', the argumect 
coniinves a8 follows. ‘Ths Basddha'urges tbat "* Tb 
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‘Therefore the alleged  mubual 
"* “apoha’ theory) in tbe exclunion 


‘weanin 


‘tog eats on the growed of « cnadicton betweeen 
{RE “Roman wtlioden san Goalows to ea Soe 


‘cannot be anid thet the two sentenots cannot 
subject (and tot to the wabject itelf.. oipabr 


ing that the exclosion from other thi 


with the middle torm ( 


‘assorted in the slateroent thas the tl 


‘gontradiction of the clauses i to 
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yotrendpy wpopation). 
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‘The trainipye and the apoha-cade 281 


Well, oatual contradiction cam be established from 
‘hia pofut ‘of view.) Thus~ ic tbe clause “The middle 
‘xiats in the Subject’ (enwmeye sadbhdcok), the meaning 
(of the words aud of the clsuse—padartha)' will be! 
“The middle oriste, ie. does mt fal to exiet, io the eub- 
fet and ierin i he subject. tia win w not ho 
ft (onumeys srs, ndnanumeye, 
navadbiteah)'. And thus the absence of the 
from the sapakee, a8 well va fmun the vipakgo, has boen 
tated!” In the soanc way also in tbe clause "Fhe middle 
exurta in things like te wobject’ (Cattslyesadbhaea) th 
ineaning af the worda (or eleime—padartha) will be "The 
anddle erute, ve does not ful to exiat, civ axinta in the 
sepals, i, nok wm what w not the aapaisa", And thin itn 
han-existence 1n the Rabject 1s declared ! 

‘And if you may “we do not asert (na co... iti eet)® 
poasbilty ‘ol an 5 Goamuccayasombharo) 
‘the menernge of tie eran (padértheyoh) "wabject® and 
‘thing like the mubject", as svtolly exclunive meaninns 
(parurporaparthareroteh) but wo assert sotual eggroge= 
bon ager oareserearmncenyentita), on the 
gronnd thas both terme ahike rignity exclosion of sisaply 
‘what an diferent fram the aubjeet (repakasindéverptortti- 
peratrnty"” —then our reply will. be that thin in 




















me Inference 


inmposmitte (na); because in that case “what s not a tree" 
and ‘what ia not a cow’ would refer to ono and the same 
eabsirate (i.e. would be idevtical, sdmdaaéhikaronga), 








ince tho ‘meanings of the terms “tree’ and ‘cow')! 
‘will bo indietmguisbable in oo far es both alike sigmity 
‘exclusion of elephants and wo forth*. 





CHAPTER IV 
‘THE PROBANDUM 


The nature and form ofthe probandum (ensmeya), 

‘andthe rlation ofthe" ferms "in inferonco 
nay tn pe —Dias othe predemowe 
Ge Sno towne, ed Oe pent Caye 
rene 





‘alartce Yo Dida’ tasy 


MOTION 1 ARANING OF THR PROBLEM 


Vatevayena, in commenting on the sitra (NSE 
i, 6) in which inference ie described, gives an illustre- 
tion of pirvarat inference, — fire is inferred through 
smoke’ (himentgnik. NBh. p. 191. 2) He notes 
ehowhere the ambrquoun ure of the term ‘prabendam” 
(sidhya), pointing out thes it ie veed to mean either 
the property qualified by the thing (6P) or the thing 
qualified by the property (Bp)—sddhyam ca desoidhare 
dharnioctivo ea dkarmak, etna: er 
mivitinto va dharmt. akityah i 
110), But he does not specifically reive the question 
which Drimige, Uddyotakara, ond Kumirila dls 
uae Wat precisely ia thet is infeed en 











me The probasdu 


Four views of ike inferendum 
‘Tue form of pretentation fends to oootea! 
importance of the ianve which is raiged in this 
sion. We are tld that some beld that we inter * 
from anole, ethers that we infer the relation 
fe a ll -—Aat Ding rece hee ems ed 





& 





HES 











hold that we inter * fery 82 *,—while Uddyutakan 
ejected Ditniga'’s teaching ic fevour of» doctrine 
that we infer ‘fery amake.” The Mateuent af, 1m 4 


vente, soovraie; but it conveys very Iitde ws to the real 
point at ireue | We are told again that Uddyotakara 
Hogien universal connertion (aréaabkzme) of charnctert 
‘and takes exception to the amertion thas wherever 
thery in smoke there i fire. Tn x senae, again, thie 
in oe: bai gro onde of te ru 
rearing ca: valet hy aicidal atteck 
0 the ma the texte themrclves, in 
suite ofthe dept wimplciy of their pram, do 
‘ot kay what Ubay mean they ae eony to copetrue but 
‘ifteals to woderetand 

‘The moet interesting thing in the diecussion in 
Mddyotakera’s rejection of the major premise end 
hia ineistence that M and P have no coomection exept 
in 8: and that the 8 sgaiz is not any 8 thas happens 
to show Bf, bat is M individualined, SMF (which in 
the meaning of the doctrine that what we are proving 
fs, not thet this AZ ia fiery, but thet this emoke ix 








fiery Te a core a afintice with the Aristotelian 
doctrive of "eewoce , and Uddvotakars’s stack on 
abo m ot value, But his 


Parimarse (the realisation that SM is exsentially SMP) 


en a ee Oe ee 
DRSSET a Sante teem Henkes Sgceees dy oe Ua 
Pilayiie, craiepenetase, meme SEN Ee pees Olja 
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‘was cot developed ito = positive doctrine of indi 
Bra ‘emences piel enght ve. boen @coonractve 
substitute for the ‘ raat ’ or abstract universal. And 
jin any case, the drcrrine of essences, whatever ite 
losophicel value may be, es ae proved coy {© 
rsa oka lpia deste” ANE 
toot perbaps wurprising ryspti doctrine 
fhe eld tm Inte, degpic Cedratare’s eae 
jiat am the teachiog ef Aritctle'x Proy Antics or 
ty artenle Ine which deetoped of mt aching) 
fan nthe West mepplartnt ioe ose truth and 
‘therefore lens cany teachinge of the Posterior Anal 
ios. Tingie 1m penetice nn rongh-and-rendy rt, 
tende to the convenient rather than the trathful formu- 
ation, Rd ge an the rat oa, i wee 
feat cltm of resoninge which dewlop reabone 
SSncepis bax brea ignored in the ferwulation of infer 
age for they do Dot proceed from a epépti or major 
‘prominent ote haba, or do they Heed themes 
fe formafsison ender Uedyueakara’s interpretation of 
the dhermidhermabhdra rabre—In another aspect 
Udavoiakare' doctrine ia's Teamersion of the oti 
‘nal Indian view of inference as an affair of examplee: 
for it insieta that the coumection of propectica ia {a tAr 
‘onencte, and that ax 3.8. MN pot 1)" nabs le 
‘died to the evidence ”” by taking the properties 1 
‘the abstract and asserting their inseperable concomit 
lance apart frum what possess iScr 














stormox ¢ pobtioAs DuCUSIOK CF THE FROMXDOME 
Dadntga refers to three solutions of the problem, 
‘snd accepts the third 
‘The quality P ax the probendem 
(0) Some soy that froc one quality Mf we anfer 
‘another quality (@harméataran) P.—The objection to 


966 ‘The probandem 


‘thie sccount of inference is that when Mia presente? 
in experience it is either experienced with P—in which 
‘size We are not inferring anything new now, when ®S 
infer "P': or else st in expericdood in the conorete 
instance XP.—in which cass we ought to infer oot P 
in gonera?, bot that perticalar coocrete XP. 











‘The relation between Sand P as the Probandum 


() Some say we infer the relation between 8 and 
P, arguirg that neither 8 nor P can be the probon- 
ier; moor both are already known —Dicnsga cbjecte 
that (i) the axwmeya (in one sense) must bo universally 
predicable of the middle term. But wo do not say that 
geal tren tor We aay int en, 
(i The anvineya (1m mnother sense) i the thing quali- 
ed by the property ot wo 20 not any shat the raa- 
tion in dary‘. We say that the Ail Bery. Language 
‘bears witnter to the fact that the anemeys is (in one 
senee) fe, ond (im nother sense) the Lil, i.e. it is Be 
ea-qualited-by-P,—nos the relation between 8 aud P. 
"The relation docs not show these two nxpacta (eamibandke 
* ps deoyarns ndsti). Benes, af * relation * wero the 
‘object of the inference we’ should usc the geni- 
tive cave (parvateryagnsr aut) nolead of the locetive 
parvate ‘gntr axt). 1¢ 16 troe that we may exproas our 
‘conclunon im the forin parsato coAmwmtn—the hill 
porscscee fre: and * pososion’ we (eccording to the 

a9) just the significence of the gonsitce oxse. 
* portaasion.” ia 20% the primary object of the 












‘the maj premise [the major does not take the form 
“wherever thees Js smoke there i= possession of fie.”” 
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7 ten the form“ wherever there ix mk thee is 


S-qualifed-ty-P 2 the Probendsrm, 

(c) What ip inferred is the thing-as-qualified-by- 
the-property.—S-aa-P. This ia Drfnaga's own view. 
"The invariable concomitadce of the mark with tha 
property is soen im ofber casos . and beidg, ertabbabod 
therein it will prove tho subject a» joined with the pro- 
perty (i.e. will prove S-as-quelifiod-by-P), 

‘The hoes from Dofekge an which the sbove di~ 
cussion in ctabodhed would bexdly be intelligible in them 
solve, But the fiet part of Kuminto’s treatment of the 
topic man exactly acallel parsage,—weitien probably 
ith thove liges of Dutaigs wo view.’ The result is thas 
Pirthasteathi Mvére's luetd comment on tke padoage 20 
the Stokarértike provides nt the same ttmne 6 valuable 
comnient on the fragment from Didoga. 

1 git til be sonrtrent ta inca frat dh fra alt 
‘of the Slokasartska pascege, ex bemg parallel to the 
crtictnm of Dronaga . thea to deal with Cédyotokarn's 
criticiam uf Dinnaga and finally to translate the second 
part of the Slokarérhika passege 

















ANCTION @ -ACWARZLA ON TeRKR' UX DPRRENCE 


[Slokactriiks, Anumanepariccheda, 28-34) 
Upattes corkaicdabhytir dhormy spy atraikadetovdn 
Subera’s Bhigya on MS T.1.5 (p-10 1.11) hae defined 
inference us hdtasambondhatyeibudesadertantd ekadai- 
aniase ‘saikmshryte ‘rihe buddhih—"knowledge, on the 
Part of 2 man who knows tho relation between the twa 
terme, of the second term, which is a thing not present io 





‘Rumérila supposes an objection tp be reused to this defini- 

‘tion on the ground that 1¢ mentions the two terein (Mand 

F of Weetezn logic), but fails to meniton the ekadetie or 

‘Phadofacct—the possessor of those two ‘espacta’ or 
‘eta’ the Bubject (8 of Wesiera logic = rebedbermin, 

in P&rthasaratin Mifra's termimology  ~axumeyedhor- 

sti, dhyadhormin. He anewes the objections ‘oe 
“seg 








‘The Subject alao, the possessor of the ‘terme’, 20 
‘comprehended in the éfinruon by mentuon of the two 





Qe, apardrthye by chamadeh svarhparr nathadesata 


Yor things lke amok (and fre) woold not be terms 
at oll sumply m virtoo of what they are in themselves; 
sins they would bave no reference beyond themselves 


‘He w bero justifying bis etatement thet mention of 
the Subject in comprinad 1n the uso of the word ‘ehadede’, 
‘area’, ‘Tho meaning 16 thet to eall ‘emoke' end ‘fre’ 
torma (okadsta) w to umply & Subject—since only m refer- 











Dodis expect of the 'S* mY 





4b. as exe cobheyatmd’yam gamyo gomata roa eo 

Amd it ia junk Gri, the Gubjert, names 
‘both at once, i.e. both probandum (P) and probens CM)". 
5a, asiddhenaskadedene gamyed nidéhena Lodhakad 


"Throvgh the woknowen expect af xt the Subject ix 
-probandum—to be proved: and Varoagh the Kbown aspect 
as probons " 
Parthasirothe Madre apparently says: "An chadeds 
‘or term could not be the enemeye ur proband, beosne 
‘he tor 18 apprehended at the timo of grasping the eon 
ection (between the terms Mand P); sad that which te 
‘ciresdy,apprebended cannot (se eoch) constitute the 
raha thang taki fo be prove ti 
fact that tho Sabet (pakeadharwsin) is the probandim, 
‘thal u declared 2 the Bhdeye by uning the ple ‘not 
recent to vense” (temps! eambandhagraberssamoya ¢06 
gtbitaayé ‘namumepstedt. Tod wdowm pekradharenino 
Snumepatvam ssamritretegrobepens Bhogye darkitam)”. 
On ha Parthesaratin ways’ “He distinguishes 
the two aspects, a6 Agayiye) 1nd probans 
(gamaka} ix tus tine. The being probanden (annoys) 
tan reapoct of the clnracter of hating fire (sehwimattodt- 






















Hithies 


0 





net wbich sh me ene ating non 
203 other source of kmowiedge (i.e. aber than the in- 
{brance tell = the being probens (gen) ia through the 
clarclr_ of porrasing she hi fe known by 
ferether souree of knowingge" (Le. by perosption. The 
Ui is percewved to bave stnoke, bet Ue balng on fre of 
the ill into be nla). 


He mlrodueer the next lime with the question : 











5 Flaw den hin nsmeyakadaon, o Bubject gud pro~ 
dandum, t0 be brought m (wpédétarya) an the sylogim 
(eddhanacahye) *? 


8b. atah prthag abhinna of preyokt7mdm stoakqayt 
“Ts 1 exprewed differently according to tho inten 
tuo of menkers: rome part From, sxe 
age with, the terms 
‘That in, you may maierently expres your soerenee 
sn tho fore Sw hil Sry iment nay" oF i 
toy Sere afew the lca there 1s amoke 





Partbvoiteatha explainn :prtheg ekadcéabhydnt coxye- 
‘Ahikarenyena, abkianas lebhyan smanadhsaranyena. 
-=It in apparently merely a question of the form of 
the propowbon Tf M ahd I? aro expromed an adjectives 
of 8, th wd to be x ce of nimdnddinkernye. wince 
when a thing 18 expressod an an adjective it 18 ¢o spre 
rolerred to he subsiantive an ibe locut—the adjeotive 
being somaxsdkikarane with sta substantive. But tro 
ubstantives are egadhikerens, diferent sn roepect af 
locus, beenuse each is its own loews. When an adjeotrve 














“ie er i he de mae ot recat wich Yoga ed 2 





"Logical forse mn 


is predicated of a substantive, the relati 
tity —adtmps, o7 abheda',’ © g. in ‘th 


96, anityeh hyteko yasmad dhémerdn opniintn iti 
harmyabhinnam spaddno, bhedo ‘trdgnis studple 


“in woah propantions “ound in transary be 
‘cause ot ia a product’, ‘the lnll being smoky is fery’, the 
predicaten are ntated as udentical ‘the subject ; where- 
Bre ech n peopeten ta there a tre ie Bee 
Porting sept from tte lls wad m aot prod 
ce by ey of enty 
Kumrila scems to way —It » 8 mantter of indiffer- 
ame wbetine you tate fp members of pour elopes, 
‘ialogiea fora ‘or not. Fi ‘That may leat nee aged 
of th een ipl peat ab 
Buti the enon mit ios (od eh snco 
raf theives fons Denbigh peecoede te 
Ear ia thn don bot tun ue tho presen ef Ue 
Inference ci he thought of xx a mere “P* onf of relation 
to the Subject On the contrary, tie probandam in Be 
fequabfied-by-P, Neither P alone.” nor 8 aloue, 
Tor even B ples B, nor even tke relation (an such) bet weet 





























i uggs tat ree sets Scantniny 
sana tn aya Estee Bn 

oie the bool et 
Ryhen's det tac hee Spies” Ste Sold wen mee 
BEES See a a at 








py Ths prokendens 


5 and P, cau constitute the ding to he proved Your 
‘cancluscr eed ot be & propoettion ‘m Ioguesl form" 
jounung P to B by a copula of wentits (iadatmya, abode), 

ta must be a jodgment (ifstapiana),—im uther 
‘words 8 snd P only cansistute the probanduw (ot oo 
<luston) im v0 far an they are related as qualification mod 
Shing qualified (viseysnavifesyatran iponneu 


AT. chodedavetytes ox dheriny evdtrinumiynte 
na hs tannivopekqatoe eembharaly enameyotd 


98. na dharoamatram siddhateat, totha dberni, 
tathobhayam 
‘eyastart rdpi samastors 0@ sedtentryenivmntyate, 


99. ehudederye Inagatnena sadhpentnngamn ‘aya cx 


Meayamt cs ma spid wxfene aul pokes es ath 
iramam 

















30 entyatddayo dhermdh Aytatetrdoys mat 
dkeatinsnagemo natal wobbeyeryabhayene 18 


81. samdanatho ‘py enupsdendn adwat sorthys on 1 
stan, 
‘na etpy anuganas tena lingarysha nidariyatr. 


AT nd 28 “Ita 6 (@hormin) ox gualrfed by the axpect or 
term (chadede)P thet 1 inferred : for without reference to 
thin tad dharmn dere cold bono proband (t,he 
inte of ring anumrya > nit pentig, Neither the 
‘quility, P, love, sor the subject, 8, mar both of them, 
colleotvely? or distnbotively, cam an afm be the thing 
{o be nferd : beeause cach af thes things, 1m elf, war 
known prior to the inference.” 








ey oo alan lary wan, matey ae 
‘ranand bt “Teint pen oe Sat oper op 
FRongtnaaprtpene semapeoem 


No term as such ws the probaxdsm Br 





99, “Among these allemnative, if we fake the casen sa 
trdce (yeikdbramene) we End either (3) dhoro would be 
po aspoot of tue pala fo scrve aso dle term (ehaded- 
Arya lngateath na spt); or (3) there would be 9 river 
sal sccompansmicat of the riddle by the major (dhgen- 
Enagammo na sit; oF Bray () lth reqneerentn would 
bo absent (chadecanye cx hmgatears,sddhayena ninagemeh 
—theve are the ‘deaya’, the por of requiem)" al- 
Gough. these requnemonin are deur 10 be present 
Cis aa. 





fue. taking the yrmsitnition yethaheamien — 


(2) IL our aaenneeye were “nen-eternabty! *, kytal~ 
atox would not be an ekadets of the euumeyi “Done 
etaraality’ 90 a8 0 sorte ne Die middl torn of the angle 
iment for, me be puta tho maticr wo the next var — 
10 (a). “Lhe qualities, nen-eteemirty, cte., are not the 
aquattion, "borg a prodet,” cle, which nze to were for 
nelle trie" Cn plain English we cannot my 
sirnalty (trou) i he gan of ing ed 
wo cannot ray ‘the mortality of Socrates in lia menkon? 
Thin vot, Mortality a mariaity, ant mantiod is men- 
Wood Men are mortal, snd rearlaie may be ren = Init 
hat requsten a different Tormlation}, 


0, 1g promo wre she mai 
tee of wound” you cold not ‘mae preming 
Iinhich ie ite, fake, wa eerie ar ans 
teompanie) Ky thie enwmeyo, i, by Jab. 1 woald 
lee mword to may “ell pelea mtd” ke a pr" 
houronduoann avet. eet tease Iqabeteed- 
ndin,—tunckdle terme Toke krtake). 








“Le Wie are a oe eee 
Bef te Rome we ‘Purhespni gn hte 


i Se ee 
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(8) If gue our proponinon very about sounded 
teannunay' then Teblaparylhaensedrowisch 
Taecantsaseaplae by exping * ne Itakstonyohe 
theme, tenadlarmet fre, 
Inge Kamirik’s wre courted ty th pases 
00, teagncco su sped mew ioe thet tan 
bet be vost I gene (adloe 
htraa” pas dari, when gees 

rma pies darety tsen, wgeer 
snige Puntatmiy com dn hon ide 
fare thostoom w pclae ome, etkeasye seb. 
tnalmdhernetese, "Tou canst wy at word od at 
otgrnality are effects “* because though ‘word’ s# an effect, 
nwn-clamnality is not And sédhgenamagemah. we ano 
Inpowbl, for "we cant ay let = wee tere 
pa, there there is sownd-anil-trapncncy: 86 mm 
' FS ‘—for the roaann expinined ander (2) nbove, 
91. (4) The fourth pomutulty x that the gelation between 
the ball and fre, between sound nnd tennmency, tight be 
ite enumuge. hin wig oat ere 8 On ground 
Shae the ration fr nt etered tom do ference oar 
by ueog tha word semBendhe or by the om of » genitive 
(honey) cane—parratoryzgnik™, also on the ground 
nthe mafpe pre eilenase) we Jae my hak 
the middle is reraalty accompanied by ‘tho relation 

















The relation beitccon terms not probendem 975 


aM, 

‘a ellktrodsayem teays Midhyastdhonathag bharet 

(anna crthagriRtintedn maiubertharys gamyate 

‘a ardtaniryena mentary? othe deplpaditabdatah 

‘idiatarthapralitey aya? sambendho nénterigakoh 

audcransorespateam Spennas dede iar a 

gamyte sss 

“Nor hen tho relation the two aepocts (oo thet) 

‘ould play the part both ef addhya and eddkana (ba the 
‘genuine anumeye can do). Therefore the ponemnve nfs 
‘mel (Parcete eakrinn diSwerettedt) can caly cloum to 
be pone or sddhye in 4 far aa it Crm part ofthe thing, 
‘nd 38 wot to ba eoutiderod eveb an ita own right yeh 
410 koowlodge of & qualified jer derived froma word 
Inke dapdve, ‘bavieg & whek’ (For, an thn iurtra- 
‘ion, the stick ia mentioned pray, be an the ynnet- 
pal thing, while the relanan ws only’ referred to prafys- 

nat. 1.6 thecgh the wifi Parthantratha, toe) 
Tt w only where there the thong of «thay qualified 




















mG The prebawdiom, 


Ihy properties that we can heve inacperslie conncetion of 
proper’ 

‘Thorefare theoe two (dharma and dkevatin, P and 8) 
ean constitute the prabandiem af the inforence only when 
eudowed Wil the condition of being qualicd-and- 
qualification with reapect to eae: other” 


smtert0w ¢ UDbroTAKAKA CATIQUS oy TTINNKTER 
‘Or Te ANTMUYA 


"Translation of the dhsramion im Nydyaedrtshe? <p. 
: 2—i)] i 

“Other gion a afferent acennnt” of the sHiustra 
Aion wineh the Bhagye gives of parrarat aaference, vin, 
that, "by_metns of that sme xZanke a man apprehend 
fire!" What precisely mvt that m man apprebends 









rain oh naoge it Tan's he, 
seen eh Seat nen ba Rae 
Sistas ty ag gen mois sh od 
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Udayotakare on the probanduss 
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int now nnewers."°Fen, but what it 


‘This Gre-pomesxing place is the proban- 


‘ab 


(Phe 06 





a9 


Uédgotakere on the probendem, 





[ponsesting fire. But the reasoner doce not we this parti- 
‘cular place—eo tat he casnot state ‘thus particular place 


‘hay would be meaningles. words, eh 50 
(the vaaator tapi aa er fay 


where the 








smoke 18 ming 18 not seen by the obwerrar 
tw nt leant a peanible explanation. ‘The re: 


‘And this 





mainder of the trapalstor’s note ie, I think, mistaken 


Uddyotakare’s ext 


‘Teticalons The obrerver can 











bout seeing exactiy 
ing. He doer partic 
‘tin ealling rt the hull: and be certaimly asoa the 


particalarie the place sufScrently wit 


from whieh the sak v wai 
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's attitude towards 


rly sigmicant be 


beater 


Okt 


In connection with the suggestion juet made— 
‘that fro is inferred from smoke as such —{'ddyotakara 
ble connection, between amok as auch and fire 


proceeds to an examinsinon of the motzon of arindbhaea, 


we os? 


rant 
*. The 
‘couse it appears 
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HD 


hy 
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ay Hee 


Uadgotakara om acinsbhien a1 








{he doctrine which io esully regarded wn te nbn 
‘svi of SE Dinonge t te ot 
MV p691L9 "Tt my be wuggeniad tat izchs 


cabin os to apprehend fire through 
inaeperabte connection (eingbkSvena). ‘That on: there 
1W an ‘inseparable conaechon’ between srooke and fre; 
sand ex 1 result of thre » man comes to apprehend fire 
from tering smoke.— This view ia wrong, beonuse every 
{interpretation of st thet can be gaven forna out to be un 
posible (svkeipémupopetich), For want we meant by ao 
Ineeparnble connection between fie and smoke? 

Mt nena caveal consocton? or iabewuca [of both 
Ww one ‘thing, or of one thing [1a them both 
‘oF simple relation of tke one thing to the other thing 
atarmbandhamndtra)? (2) Suppose the frst alternative, 
that iodiveoluble compeetion of wemoke aod fire mean re- 
atin of exumg one flocs. Tin umpeiuble, berate Shik 
doen ant reside in thee (ataderttutrst) : woke does not 
renide 1m fire, nor fre 10 emnie: because each of these 
‘Fonudes in is own (niaternl) cause, Por this reason the 
Hindiaoluble comncctina’ eanart coon, in a relation of 
cause and effect between them’, (3) Nor 1 the sooand 
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further, 


nptcifcatioa) of woeke aad fre. 10 that way to the 
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‘heir both residing in 8 third 
toant cause, bas 
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jag which in 
‘eat aside by sayrog that 
wathoot 
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i ida 






ference 6 imposible. ‘That xs: How ifthe defendant can- 


‘ents himeelf with the aasertin ‘there 1» & relation’ bet- 
‘bot tenable,—we cannot infer relation’? between amoke 


‘wean emake anal fire"? ‘The anvwter os that thin viow in 


ib be aaid—the thd alterastwwe—that [at any ra 


"each of these resides in ts awn (material) cause. 
4 relation (eambani 


Anvariable concomttance = 





‘and fre, because no-much relation has beon apprehended 
‘hat ia, because we see amcte also in the abeance of fie’. 

{A Bouddha however, ss Vicaspat! points out, doss 
‘ok believe in substance | and therefore be woul! not 
think of the relstion between fre and ammcke as a oase of 


‘aggregate of conditions’. Uzéyotakare therefore, pro- 
‘coeds to sak whether the Banddha’s ‘conoomtance’ will 
rome fr avindbhdoa or univeresl conpection), 

‘The opponent aow suggunte that 
twoon “fie aod wacko will” be 
Whe the concomitacce between the two qualiuse of 
colour and taognbilty in what are supposed to be eub- 
stances”, Uddyotakare ‘will nok servo 
Your parpore. because the two are not always fovind to- 
iether (and 80 mere conoomitance oes not amount to tmi~ 
‘ermal connection, aevedbhdse). Sake m vometirn wen 














jected by the tery same rostoning’. An there is, no 
colber way of interpreting the “insoparable connection’ of 
emoke and fie (except thowe mentioned). Therefore it 
‘in Dot trus that ‘cw i infer through emote.” 


CTO & mE OWN VOW OF TT 4xUMBYA 





“Does it not comtradict common experiance to uty 
‘thet we do not infer fie Dhroagh smoke? —There is 00 
wseh contradiction (apie Usdyetakar): what we infer 

wo infer this 







aarp dhamaage prat 

thaw i fie n ‘property of poke ?—The anne 
i prevents soll “ss a guaity (yses quncbhate 
bhacatts. The proband tn" acoke-sw-fery” and 
itis proved or inferred throogh the opecifc wabire of the 
amoks (dhimarudagenssddndranendexmipote). Fro both 
‘are nt that me priser fo wenme—to wenn, and the 
chnracteriattcs of wach os ee forming an unbroken nines 
Tooving upwania And these characters of the emke, 
‘ae obourved in 3h! bring aboot the snfereon of a char 
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soter not known (dnretl) to the obsareer. Zo the ches ol 
avery object thst is probandam (eorcarpinemeyerye 
‘vasteneb), ihe subject of the characters sai the charke- 
‘er that beings aboot the conclusion (éharmt proipade- 
‘Hal cf dormap) axe known. For wastanoe (im the in- 
{erenoe “sound ve traowtory, because a product") round 
in known ts what ft i, und’ the fact that it 1 9 prod 
in known Gabderydimaaattd prasidéht krlakaloem 
but the character connaling 1m beng tranniory ix not 
Aenamn (dharmas te anilystneiatrena ‘prusidéhe itd), 
‘And tn thie lace clvaracer) that m iofored as n quali 
fontion of that (ie. of sound). Tedriéegano “yam an 
swiyata it) 

Minundeaning of Uddytaar'e vow sany, Tt 
fs sud that Uddyotakers taught thet (rom sraoke we it~ 
fer'not fe, nor lce, nor Bry Dice bu Bey smoke. 
‘Bak Cyolare taoghit no such inept wa thik, a6 


















teeters ae ot 
BRE Et eescres oe 
Epamine soe oe 
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eel lananer to the question, “What i the anumeye? 
ie dealing bere with « parsoulsr cane—ee 
Maire points ont : the ease of two things (exioke and fre) 
Bappning to cout hed tng ibe ll), to wick 
their relation is accidental. And an such & chee st cat 
boppen that tho third thing (Ube hill, which 18 10 to 
speak the accidenial dhermis of those dharma'e, may not 
be ponent to antes : and then it bocoxet plan thas she 
‘accidental dhermsx is no esmental pact of the enumeya 
to that Difinage's statement Uaat“Sery place’ isthe pro- 
anda iv oora plarnly in thie eroce! instance to tie- 
ropreseat the essential natare of « probandum ‘The essen 
tial dhcrmn of the inforence a8 just “this pertcular 
mote" individual cape, in ct ah charactors 
‘asontial connection. Uddyotakarn is nat tying to 
fei yi Baten of ex efowece’ ae lo Sattoy 
2a colic sare it thereon by onan wont 
1 dharmin—Sorvarpenumeycays sestuno dharm 
‘el harwo pele Shere p60 Oe 
Inuts not loss, but more, then Kumérla, that the afer 
soy amare no ons Bas er ., Bat 
1 nbiety further, wx agninas Didosye, that the rea 
elie ot miner term ef an interozen is not 




























‘ranaiory, 
fnkara woold not say that the ansmegs is ‘iransitory pro- 
dct he would ey, what Diego or Komik would 

‘the probasdem in the transitorinees of seund. 
nhs inference ound ithe eeentnl dari i i 
jn the ateaseti® of sound—in soond se beang sond— 
‘hast the tom charsctees inhere,~and by #0 inhenng are 
‘secntially connected. ‘If the characters ary abaracied 
froru their dharma they fall apart. For their camnec- 
fion in ia the coverste, and notin the abstract. Therefore 
fo slate tho spipti ae Ditmge and Pradaatophda aie 
if, ie. sa an arindBhdea or insepershle connection of the 





The jorm of the conclssion er 





dharma's ot ekadefa’s (M snd P) in the ebelract amounts 
to 8 flu abstraction. The trae nature of inference oa 
only be represented when it is formulated we depending, 
rot on « major premise atating an setnabhava, but on 2 
oromardco relation of arate a connec in the 


emomON + KENNA OS HOE Pome OF TRE CONCL ORION 


(Slokasértike, Anumana perrcheda, rorees 8448) 


Eaving eotablished us own view that the proban- 
dom entity the Subp and the Bop tar 
they have come into the relation of qualification and thing 
quihted uh reapect vo ech oer, Kamba, in the 
art (verocs 3448) of the present paasnge, raise 8 
Jurther question —which of these 18 tbe thing quslified 
tad which the qualshcattan? Tat av: do wo inter the tnlL 
su qualified by te Bre? or roay we safer Se na qualified 
by rendenco in te bil ? Tn other words, uel my 
‘oncloriog take the form ‘the bill is Sery"? or may t alo 
ir has tha qualifcation or predicate of 
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(0) Vorser S448. 
+. ahgaigibhscas te kaited ito sikalpatah 
sarvathS dharmina dharme dharmens te eoopasyale 
mb “Some howerer think that 

‘he relation of qualifier and quali- 
fied is opticual although in every 
case itis quality of s subject thot 

‘in apprehended through » quality (of that mabjet). 

‘sileqayarideryatoe na eeleyo ‘eeahdryate, 








% b. “The distinction between being tbe 
sqvaldication and bewg the thing qua- 
ied 1 not « fod dretinction". 


Comsoent. chgahgibhies smut here mean 

faleqans and vilqye, Dr SHR nc 
-tondingly translates the fit Iine: "The relative pro- 
‘dominance of these two in by some people held to be op- 
tional, "14 400s cot watior wheter you make ‘tis ba” 
the subject or eileryo, quale by “Sr wv predicaw- 






olion oF silepana: or whother you make “Be tbe nub- 
Jectnotion, qualited by (rudeice 1n) “this ball’ pro- 
“eate-nolion.—But, whichever fonn of statancet you 


adapt, 1 will ecaain the fact thatthe bl 2 tho dharmis 
‘of which one character or dharma (fire) » anferred 
through another character or dharma <erocke). Dharm 
and dharms are fixed cohons, though eveyys and sxe 
‘gana are not. 
2638s, 
tatrottarash vadanty cus “'yedi charm siteyoparn 
Detucherns v0 sombondbas tasylprdhanyateh ephujah. 
‘pradkanatedd dhi dharmeya sombardko ebkycio bhavel, 
Intragombhacatah patoat logo “axe dbarmish subd, 
“dheaner ty sibs ef sEcyem. anvoyerge tx doréane 
Bedopttionya Darmanya” gepathdce ms duryuh". 
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58, “Others reply:* if the property: 
posemor or dharmin 1s taken as the 
® b. predicate notion or vigesoya, then, be- 
eau the dhermin is po long- 


cer the leading cotoeption, the connee- 
1a the cava of 


tion would nat be pla 
the 





aa For, 49 5 result of the stzictaro of 
the spllogism, the connection (of the 
middle) would be with tho ‘dharma’, 
4 that becames the leading conoaption. 

i the ‘Proposition") 
arb. And, anes cooneetion with the 
dharma ia not possible, the relation of 
‘- i miele sil ow le rare 

a subsequently ss er 

‘dharmin’: or else tho phrase ‘ot 
ov’ will have to be added to the statement of the mid- 
Ale.—As to the grasping of the ‘major prense’ there is 
no difficulty in the faot that the dherma bss formed the 
sdjectival concept in the proposition : for if ie separately 
stated in the anajor prea. 
Comment. ‘The view undsr comnderotian ie 
‘hat, ia the argument ‘sound is trot 
sitory, becanse a product’, the “propomtion’ (or, whioh 
is the same thing, the conclusion) may take the form 
‘teansitoriness resides in sound", As Prthashrathi Mitra 














"tke Kaden we soning Se 
"tw umay te ed 8 gues se toe 2, 8 Di, Ta do 
(etimat conn ie bm voceg” Seeb=diarms ae for Go SER 
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‘azut n thePropsition we shoo? ave aniyatat 
Jabdagetar (instead of the direct wnd usual form éabdo 
"aitysh, ‘sound is transtory") —Bus the mecood member 
of the eyllogiam, the het, is bytgksfnd,—'on. socount ot 
boing & product. The comsection of this will naturally 
‘be with tho concept that i the exbject af the first member 
of he epiginn. 1 we ay ono tnciry 09 so, 
count of being « produot’ all cleer- “being a product” 
in wea to be 0 predicate of ound. if however we say 
“Pransiiorinese fetes in son4, oo account of being & 
‘product’, the sruetare of the sentence 1 no longer trane- 
parent. we shall have to explain 2 hy saying ‘on neoount 
‘of nt (i.e, mvend's) being n. produet”, "The relation 
(cesw=tambendheb) of the character of “being. ¥_pro- 
ac since iin izapomible (arembhseavep) in ‘traitor. 
ows” (tatrs—ondtyatoe)” roast either be understood 
(kaipys) by un afterthought (ena), an bexag with 
thing thet poseesses traositorioess, ie. ‘sound’; or elve 
‘he Telaton fo sound” mast be explicitly sated (od 
‘by wing the word ‘dhoanch’ (ve Acbdcrya) to the 
rant of the reawon ‘krfakates!", which will then booo 
‘bdaoy hrtahotrdt—on const of wou’ beng 6 70: 
iets 

‘The couctuding Kine and a half sre thus interpreted 
dy Parthashvathi Midea: "Ib may be objected that!” 
Cran the propio x cous led 
‘usoal form ‘soand 20 transitory’) “the wnrvereal stat 
roent ‘wheiarer is prodect, ‘would, when the 
‘veasion for stating it arses” (Gardanacelagénn 2 ©. et 
‘the fime of stating the third member of the syllogsts) 
“bo unerind aso connection wit just ‘sund which 

6 the part of leading concept in thi 
Feion- nad of og sokertaa ws concn 
the middle tern with the character “transitorioees'—— 



























‘Bie pee eat aac met morons Dan # 
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‘which charecter isa boen stated m the Proposition aa @ 
[Predicate concept (unsbhétendaitysicena’—i.0., oityeh 
fobdab wn propention im which awilgeten Spares im tbe 
adjectival form of tye). The antbor's. answer to 
‘in objection i thatthe dificaly does not arse hex 
4 8 Toatiar of fact in the third tember of the sy 
whieh hae the form ‘whatever te a product 
tory’—the chartelar ‘irnstanness' we ment 
‘0 that there can te no posability of misunderstanding 
‘what is universally connected with the muddle tarm (i.e. 
10 room 18 left, in the accepted formulation of the ryllo- 
gam, forthe rogers tint the charge of fall of 
‘rnoeptrency of connection can be brought aguiost the 
‘third: meraber of the eflogiaa, om the ovzal formulation 
of the propontion as ‘sound je transtors”.—The eritia of 
the formation ‘transitoriness resides io sound”, bus nid 
‘that thin formolation prevania the aceand meraber from 
hheving « tranepsrent mesoing The retort ip thet, oo 
the usual formolation, the Ohird ruember fats to hve 
tewsparant meaning for the asllogiam will thea run 
Sound in teaoeitory, 
Because. fs « product, 
‘And whatever 1 a product 
any thatthe Bank i the oneced member ust 
ie fed na aon "es eg oS tn Sao 
Ave tied merber tut be sinlary Eled in—eo that your 
‘aniveraa’ takes the ebeard fore ‘whatever 12% pro- 
vot 18 sound’ —The reply 18 there is no blank to Bll 
in the arcopled fornvalation of the third member, whi 
‘explicily mentions trassitoriear ae universally connect: 
fed with the characters af * being.s product’). 

































28 ‘The probsnduen 
90-4Bs, Agner dasécuirtatoe wa csitat pakyslakyonori. 
cidufats “aya dsiena thaced sversprakdriks 
40. yo ‘gnif so st keacid debs, yo dreta yatra tatra 8 
aguih parosuubhito 98 delambtrene sangatah 
41, yo 'gnih so ‘noes yuo o2, yo drat ‘nena go" tha 08 
{yo "york 2a delemdirons lreene o2 ‘py oyom, 
42, etaddesasisinto 28 yo "yam apnir. ittha tu 
Pirsoyoh siddhanlddystoen:, poreys ryéd viruddhatd, 
43. ryt axena defena sarodgnintin na ynjyate, 
rane ‘py ofa vahnih sarcair vidsayate 
daseid, parsena 8 10 delens cideayold. 
ties yom Gy dae kgs ison 
45. yds deddnapel nayors uty acadhar 
yea’ paratare ov Yaa belly, 
48, tojjtinakvlabudahas co no debak aydd exsersior, 
dsisays parsatides tn svertpe pleakld rte 
47. grite “gniestigatye. penarjAtnore na. duryats, 
Sonal themetatine Dames mat rosiys: 
48. 69 deterytpmpukianys. 
a "When “fire 








sot! taken oa the 








ejecta wo do—the ‘new that cho proposition, ‘this 
place or hull me fery', may be taken in the form ‘tre ro- 
sides in this place}, the Yerioas possible werpretationn 
ofthe ening of the popetin whe we om 
80. ‘to give will not apply. When ‘ir 
1s taken as the enbject guulifed by 


A "fourth gure? conclusion mocningtess 203 





‘place’, the Proposition would admit of the following 
00. @ Fire m geoeral is somowbere or 
other (ie. compacted with apace in 





genera) 
(0) ‘Tho fire that a seen w» wherever. 
tt aw been seen. 
40h, (iu) Previounly experienced fire in 
connacted with place, aa such.” 
Comment. Kamtnts says of tbe trvt two we 


ternatiree that thoy both prcteud to 
rove what 1 already known —Parthastrath: exphorlly 
calls the alvernateve next mectioned the fourth, an ie 
calls the alternative mentionod leet of all the eighth. In 
‘ni introductory eorsment ta the pensage be nazn tht the 
fir and second prove tie alzealy known, while the Zaet 
five are contradictory . and his caxmett maim the fourth 
the dint of tho five contradictory onsa. There is than ® 
‘ery prety confusion oe to the number cf 











‘he one which I number, and whueh P&rthssizathi calls, 
fhe forth. —The appeal tana e fo Kumari’ set 


vo ‘gnih 30 ‘ati koacid dese go drato patra totre 6 
‘aguth parndnubisto +8 dchamdlrena sahgatah 


Tt seams to me that the double use of yeh ond of 2 
Indicates throe alternativon, and that the yo “gnih here 
lenrty mana fire in genre ot dren admtodly inthe 
fourth (Dr. Teas third) alterintive 


There are wine posable akematives, and 2 ununt 
(presamed tbat Kumfinla had them all m mind -— 





3 ste, 
or 
se goad oy — 
"a tae seem, 
rienes 








{two :—!"Fire a sach rede in place an uth and "line 
fire resided in that place” (e+e and c+e). But there 
{x elno a third one which roight seem ta come under this 
‘hjeokion, vis., that this fire resides in this place, b+b, 
‘This however Kumtrila mentions Inet ofall, a being the 
‘staal tnterpretation of the fourth figere conclusion: 
‘and ho therefore treata of itm special argamaeat. It 1» 
‘te eighth of bis lit. Bot he probably mesté to inclade 
‘it, together with his no. (x), in the phrase yo dre ystrs 
‘atro,— “en experiencod fie resides wherever itis ex- 





Fourth gure weaningisse Ey 


(perienced’"; which means both that ‘that fire resdes w 
Stat pace abd Wah "this fe raids in thin pln. 
“Hie ules a phage wich means both booeure he does nob 
‘want to speoify here the latier ssterpretation, which is to 
she treated later. 

Bot in any esse dere am only five othem montioned 
‘all objectionable ae being contradiciory, taz., Noe. (i) 
‘te (ru) ms hia Sint. And Ramiele seems only to specify 
Jour of these as contradictory, vie , (ix) to (mn), oming 
ni) altbough ho bas mentioned it One poanbilty be 
doce not-oven mention, vir , “fre as auch resi in thas 
plu”, ata: thas making the total ewAt insload of 
Sine. "Blow aco we to expat Sea two apprentdefets 
in bis trestment?—I eennot offer any explanation, why 
‘he does not apocify as coutrndsetory bi n0_ (ili), “bat 
pest) tire resides in all places", ¢-+6.—Tho sppereat 
‘omaszion of the alternative “fro ne such zemden 10, that 
place say aren! mene Pea the phrase yo “gnih 
so "news yuo 18 to reatone-—"ire 
Crag tm hel place“, ae, ao wel see elds 
‘this piace," a+b; both intarpretations being rejected aa 
sef-contredietory im he single phrase epaptir anons dele- 
‘xs sarciquintsh na puinats. We sball then have all the 
‘ise pomible intarpreiations mentioned. 

a8. Go) “Pine ie conncctet with thos 
las. 
{9} Fire that bas boon previously ex- 
pentnced 1 connected with thie aoe. 
4b qi) This foo ia connected with 
place a5 sek. 
‘(ei Tins re s comected with « for. 
mer (ie. previously experienced) 
Bltoe. 











6 Ths probandom 


4a, (vit) This Sire in qualified by this 


place. 
ab. ‘The frst pair of unterpretations take 


fx thai which in to be proved nome. 
‘hing slresdy known, while the Inier ones involse con 
‘eadiction", 
Comment Kumirila says nothing further 
oct the allocation whith snvalve 
iedhayadyetee “allng ch lo prove what in ready 
now: shams how coviradiction 3 involved i 
Ahe ater alterontven 





454. Thece cxanat be connection of 
aap to sth pla, or eo She 
‘experienced fir, "nor ca 
Tiere be ald al pac: 
Ma. nor agefn exn this Gre be qualifiod 
by « reno experince ple 
Comment ‘Thin rejects alterontivas (in), (9), 


(ma) and (98) No spenbion Is poade 
af alternative (ii. 


as “Aa for the alteroative that “this 





{ire in qualified by this place’ bow cat 
‘this be asserted? 
45. ___or fe without reference to place 
call "this 
45 And ies it is the place that ia 
‘cognived before the fre" and 
en the notion of the ‘plese’ oormes 


into cousciousanee wt the time of the 
‘Sronght of ‘this See’, med wo cannot be prediceted of thie"” 


Difficulty of the fourth fguee wr 





Comment ‘Tia dagotn faerie (vc). 
‘finaldlabuddbat co's dash yd regan Pee 
jon an seronn Pana 
‘Rrwh lomme ha fad ene schnel—SAlae 
hatete na elena Toe pk adh Lat 
“Gr ie’ ion tan then oh ba re ently 
te verte fie on tins hl Goad by reudenoe 
‘Sari; aod hate ut ec 








0b. “But einoe the place—the hill 

‘or whatever it may be—han been ap- 

aT robe witost tho Se there no 
iffiealty about having %. ecocnd 


ebermon of it an qualited by te 


ah Soci ie ietestnn i 
property-possowor ns rvigect wi 
Telpropeny predate of 3h 
a8 a. that 18 to ray, 1m tho argument 
under consideration | the grobimdum 
1 the placeas-quabited-by-the-fre", 
Comment ‘The conclusion is thet we must 
rot take ‘ine’ (be dharma) as the 
_aiberys ox subject of the Propostion of Conetaston, ann 
“ill” (the dharmin) as the wifoqors or pradioste: 
in other words, we eaust not concindera the form 
Bromantyp—that fro ts gualufed ty  resdeooe 3m 
‘tus ll. And the principe argument for this 
‘cnslunon is the dificolty which 1s aoveried to eust 
1a finding « reasonable meaning in ‘some fery ihiog 1 
ais bill— zather for the Lodan> equivalent of this sol 
-ctotie uteranoe, vir. ‘fie is queiiied by residence in this 
hail’, No suck diffealty is to be found m the norms! 
sconslusion ‘the Bill —Bot perhaps after all 
‘here are sxguments in whied the eonctuston m Braman- 











298, Fhe protendsmy 





ip ie ustura ‘The argussent wich concludes to fire om 
(Oe hill we certainly not one of toose naturally (our 
‘agar argurente, the reason being that we are ot here 
from the Tm whut places is fre to be 

found?’.” But sappese % men. looking for places ir 
‘which, tay, gold is iWeely to be found ' sappose bin 1 
iknow that places having the chseuctere XY have pro- 
‘uc gold ‘and angposs him fo peosive these characters 
in opet 8. Starting from: the question “"in wht pluooe 
shall I find gold?” bie eabject or eeyye, i.e. bis natura? 
‘for tera, will bo ‘places likely to bear gold”: and this 
relativaly itdetcrrainate notion will become deterzsinate 
‘in the inference through x eiferane or predicate, 
‘ataral major term, consating in ‘the spot 8." ‘Th 
fer the ental nefits mere of thoght 
will be— 

Gold wall be fount am thin place, 

For thin place han the characters XYZ, 


And places having the charsoters XYZ have to my 

knowledge borne god. 

8 a9 P.—tor Po XYZ, and XYZ is S@BRAMAN- 
TIP. Or, im the Tvtian forme mvsarnam faddedaes- 
ater, Tdrlaloksanaratirdt (targa debesya), purrdmuthse 
tardelerat—yatre patra Uriolaienseatioam tatra tatra 
rvsaranis drajam. Exception has beeo taken to the 
beacketed insertion tasye defaays (eee verve 36 b.), 
‘on this i, perhepe, awkward in the Indian formulation, 
No cosh diffcalty however is felt in the Aristctehian” 
foralation; andi oe not # serious objection 
























Meansag of tbe fourth pyre 





ii hi 
al 
ig fh i 
Hiatt 
ih ine 
el 
aalHy 

bere 


102 mee Da oo cone tn P 
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900 ‘The probands 
‘it might ressounbly be rejected". It 18 not clear thet na 


reasonable interpreiafian can be found for the alstement 
‘has vo is qualibd by (rendence) in thin place". 


‘storror ¢ Kouta's REVEBENGH x0 UDDYORMRARA'S 
‘Ww or He XCar 

(Slokaoartiba, anamdsapariccheda, verser, 4850) 

Aa—S1e...Dhmarptnyert co Yale 

Nana dobdavad see epi! Iingegomyers eutyenem 

Naiodsh, ne hy otra bigasye saktyenckatoaketpand, 

Na ca tatydnumepatrem, rideryet cavedharitas, 

Vitigatoena edphéndt tanmtrespinumoyate 

Nonw dhiimaniseryetrs hetoh paksarlndesats. 

Naitad ast, esdege hy sdthye stminyahetw(a, 





ie et i, 
(2 bie fall geen ast Inds em 


{2 he oped abet a teens emul 





ie eee? oe 
Fhe te ros at Cee) “Eetse roms ca Sp 





Ositciom of the Naiptyiks view 801 





Bo ‘And otbees thunk thas amoke is 





the prabondum"* 
Comment. ‘Parthaekrathi Mudra ways : Naipe- 


hls tw thomam cca. dhormtiriye 
Aesgsinagncestrtege "numeyaiion theh, “The Netyayi- 
sePrai anche” al ae he pee attr a 
vabjec, acd eay that 28 scke-as-qualiedby fre that 
ib the ting to be proved”. ‘Tos w the yoriton which 
‘aeyorakare maintain ro toe promge tranaated shove 


>. “The objection that the onddle 

term proven the quality (P, fire) 1m 
just the sense in which a word, in addon to its fonction 
‘2f denoting an andrradval, hes the function of eonnoting 
ita clase-character, is mistaken: for there is 10 quse- 





ors tion of the middle term's havi 
double fesction simular to 
a, @ouble furctan of the word The 


siteyopa, P (fre) 12 pot the proben- 
‘dom (ond therefore the tddle term cannot laewe the 
“function of rndicating this, sinen ibe businens rout be ko 
indeente the proband) und the wubyect or ewerye, 8 
(the hil) is airesdy knowa (and therefore cannot be the 
probandusi,—to that the muddle term cannot have the 
function of indicat ‘8* entber). 


50 a. ‘And, as there ws noa-apprehenimion 

‘only an ‘of qualiSednese, st a 

tt alone that as the thing to be proved (and therfore 

thio alone that M métcatoe—so that there 1s not any 
question of x doable function of M). 

50». 1 might be objected that if the 

smidile tarm, M (smoke), is faken to be the mobject?, 


ee, Aenaeees, ak pencedeald The seal meaty 
atthe robioe wed bei hese gen a2 pnt ie 











908 ‘The probosdum 


Sle. the middle will be one of the 

things of which P i to bo proved — 
‘But this 1s not 20: for Mun ia commen nature isthe pro- 
bone, while a apecife ease of Mia the probendim" 


—The frat objeetion beoughs agauost the 7 
Noiyigika attempt to diapanse wit 8 in the wpllogism 
is im the form of an anslogy from the double connotative- 
denoiative faction of words. 1 the word ‘cow’ cin 
dcote nid cows and console ‘oman 
sans promeys, or object of Stbdabodie (i. ¢. 
of the knowlege which comes throogh understanding 
the nienning of words) hss sort of doublenes — In the 
sine way the pramsys of inforentil knowlodge—the 
anasnepa ot probandam—nsy be expected to ahuw a cer 
‘min douhlrewan~ tab in to any the Femge ot rude term 
Grhuch ia to imlerentual koowledge wlint the word 18 to 
‘verbal knowledge, —nemely, wt instrument) roay hve x 
dovble function ling to the double counotutive- 
denotativs fonction of the word 1 may (0 to speak) 
Ihove 8 sits prodendem in dapatation, and P 98 1 pro 
rndure in conaotanen. Tn otbor words the M of the 
inference carmes with it reference to 0 8 sa well at re- 
ference to a P. ‘The Naiydgtha reply ie thet the probane 
bas a ringle fanction—thai of proving thst P qualifies 
"Thero 1s nothing to show thet this 
rm ‘8 ‘eubjent”, 8, which can have an indepen- 
‘ent status spark from Mf.’ On the contrary, 8 is 00- 
more then Min ita proper context. 




















“Tha Indien Spliogicn’ 0s 


Oo thie view the eylaiom wont ren 2—~ 
‘The indvwidaal SM is P, 

because Mi; 

a other cases (XM) beve teen found to bo M 


and P, 
wp is this SMP, MC aod P. 
‘Therefore thia SM ss P. 

Ts will bo teen thet tive centat be formulated oa a 
‘oral ‘syUogiem ° because there at no eepsrable minor 
term or minor premive and becatse thee i Bo mor r- 
imac The wood cer dort not nat pagedharctd 
eels cay ety tae rt 

hng wih am 2a the very form of ou 

0 Propomtion* and wo these no ecparable) mite 
term of which Mas tote ated, ‘he socnd cer 
therefore Jf wth he faction of cuphanag the pro: 
wpeneas of being M ativo-miflertion, 
Aranwlated hy “beenooe'): an Vatsyiyann puts it (NBA 
PALL a} sadhenaticecnarn help —And th 
‘member dc not embody (a8 it doce 10 Prasostopid’ 
foranilatnon} the major premise ‘ll M in P*, but asm fa 
‘shat rn ame, an llunration oF excmplrfeatin of 
she probans relation —The fourth roember 
“apphor” the illustration, in tie form of whet Uddvotar 
Jena calls tho Uitgaponimaréa the realinntion tht ir 
SMM icooneted wi Pf we muon pat thet 
mente nto splogsto lozm, it thst tho 
pitive hoe fas 6 'etbte the miade', while the 
Begative form involves en ‘iit progone of the major’, 
‘But to attempt to reiuce theca to the ‘Yorms of slog’ 
1s to misondarstand Tiddyotakars’s teaching.—Prasasia 
plée’s aud Kominle’s aegumanta ear be treated sa if 
thes were Ansiotehan sylogincs : but not VavaySyans’s 
‘aud Uédayotakars’s. And this port at oy roe of the 
‘Nptyandri0ea szooasts to 0 protest against the principles 
‘ypam which ‘eyllogitic' i based. 



































CHAPTER V 


MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE OTHER THAN 
FESCEPTION AND INFERENCE 


Meine of Navies che han prepoes snl mlerees i) Wet 


(0) Gaara “Aning Go) Praca Impten— 
“taance. "op Atres o bot eprint in) Fre, 
Ismaopocroxr 


Ie renews edepnden sures of ahd cogs 
reougnited by tho diferent schools are eitted by 
aye in the Térkukerared’ "Too Corrdher recogued 
perception alone: the Beuddhas and Vardeyihas recognise 

reeplion sad inference: the Sévikiyes recognise 

al Pacey este pacapon un tfroos, end 
0 ¥ vith them an recog 
Soe oe she weed tape alt Cotemctin 
4 fourth senme of knowledge Prabbtkern, the Perea 
Mimaiwet teacher, recognises thoso foor togeter wilh 
Prewnmption or Tinplication ax  Sfth : the followers of 
Kurfrila Bhatia, he founder of the other Mimtsh- 
‘ake school, ad non-eswmtenen ts & sixth to thes: 
‘the Pawrtniéas adh Inelunion wud Treésticn, 

‘That this docteine of the diferent sources of know- 
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ton, impliccio, sncusion and btonce am saparaio 
‘means of proof, and shsé therefore there are more “procfs" 
than the wet of four (promBpocatuafea) which 1: bas itself 
in the fre book, Implication 18 aga re- 

‘ff the Séire, which dincusoes 
apparent imphestion”’ (orthdpcituawa). 
Unlens thenore we are propared to maintain that the 


‘must renoguue that ihe Npayastire presuppoues the ex- 

‘tance, not only of the Venlgoka, bot also of otber bodben 
-of philosophical doctrine in which logseal ‘epics had boon 
-Aiscansed. 

Preduatapids desis briefy with the other tx nuppot- 
ed mente of koowledge (oer tnd abowe she to which 
uml scope greopnon and rferece, ang tthe 
et « neventh, gerture, It wil be convenient to tranalate 
‘bu remarks tnder each of dbeso seven heads as a text far 
further observaticos. ‘Two points wll be fonnd to 
cwourge io. the present chuplat. Tho fret w that the 
Indian notice of premipe 9 voarce or sostrument of 
yahd apprehenwon 1s somewhat andefinite sod covers 
‘more than in signified by the Enghslt word ‘proof’. as 26 
‘char from the heterogeneous character of the proceases 
‘which have laid claim to the status of pramina And 

“Treats congt Gee df prelate tect tos 
cates exoept those of perception nd raferenoe, does 
Dot achieve « specifically Logica! conception of pramfno. 
‘The seoond point is et certaio of the promavea which 
<isim to bo separate from namdea, wre 1m fect distinct 
from seumane, (.. trom syllogitio or paradeigmstic 
ference, bot are nevertheless enferentiel proveoeet : 20 
‘hat, while the Vatteyike os mistaken in attempting to 
reduce them to the specific srt of inference called by the 
‘name of anumne, bie opponents are no lees mistaken i 
failing to realise thet they are stil] kinds of inference 
although distin feom axumana. 

















Words sor 


(® Wont, or Testimony (Sobda) 


PBh p 3181.12. ““Worts nnd the rest are also incbodedt 
1m infeseace, boesuse they have tbe 
‘same prinesple (eamanasighitess". Av snference comes 
bow inthe suse of an, objet act prevnt fo sme, 
‘on the part of s pereou who bas apprehendod tie wssepar- 
‘Bi coksocon (ctwees MC ant PY, Dvough ra. 
‘ance ed thin connection and throng Umguertonsble ex 
«Bate of the Wark, o lo ry the sey 
5m wosts, atc And authoritative statement rio nr the 
fe of wea nd ler site noite py 
Aminayed) depends on 5 2ay0) ol 
‘author; oa ik end 5a, Vasdente-stive Tid, tedtecet 
‘Sintyaprindsyen” “nsiptre ve suiboritaste. bole 
at m the word of God? Tea pte el 
‘vat has an Author, can be soforrei from reasons which 
‘are tated jo Vaidesikesettrs Vi 1 “buddhapursd 16h- 
afirtir‘sedesetense-strocire in the Veda, premp- 
‘Poees an intelligencn’'; and agen wi VEN.8 ‘huadhe- 
ere eth’ * wards al me siee! prevopnwe en 
ellgooce™, 

"The argueent in the secand half of this passaye 
stirected agminat the Mimtmacks view thet the Pade has 
‘0 author, houng eternal. ‘The answer is that when in 
ordinary Vite we find sentences and words we rater thet 
‘he words and their arrangement in pentencoe have their 
sig in some oeligeat bing who un the words ent 
‘sentences 38 componed of fost i a 
tersaoe, and therefor mon tate wh sefbr "And the 
“ality of is satements sd injunctions wil be inferred 
row the credibility of that author. 


PR ore Ree eA oP = Sener 
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‘Phe frat af of the ale with tbo generat 
protien of the nstare of tbe ge dered fromm 
words. We shoald distingieh two questions here; but 
‘thoy are not always kept separsie in Ing:an discusei 
‘the nbject—(1) what ss the prooees by which we under 
stand the money of words? and (2) bow do we know 
‘hat theve meanings, when understood, comespond tr 
realities? Te in tho latter question thal ss inlended to 
be srawer by the Feiemie win be sae tnt koow- 
ledge derived from words is inferential. ‘or 
‘tion ofthe proof thst knowiedge derived from words 
in inferential is“ Sabdo “numdnam spptibalendrthaprati- 
padcatend, themes word ma tyme of 

rental kaowledge, becanme 1 gives knowledge of thaoge 
by force of a uoiversal connection ~jast sa ripoke (vce 
knowledge of fire by fore of tie umiverunl coucetaon bet 
‘eon azanke and fre)". Jn tho course of Sridhar 
dicunnioa it noe: becotuce apparent that the relatton bet- 
‘ween word sod thing (the relsbon of dewtiny and de- 
noted) 18 something quite diferent from the relations of 
conjunction, inberenee, ele, an which mnferences ugh 
(otha from smoke to fic wre grounded —1t alao becomes 
lear that the rolaton ae such is aot x mmeparable one, 
eeu diferent words mena the sao tng dere 

y and even mp the language of te Arar 

taryo word sn aiBeront divine esse diferent thing. 
‘Besides, statements sre not aheays tae. Tea therwfore 
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‘or may uot be reliable (2p). ‘Thue when we say that the 
‘word is am inforeatil mark which gives knowledge of 
ings through the force at a epapti or universal connee- 
ion, we mut be urdersood fo rasan (0) that the connee- 
tion’ depends on bnman concention, nnd (6) tat word 1a 
fn inferwatial ark feom which Dre thing can be knOWwR 
tly when its spoken by s reliable person hut afterall 
‘even sooh an inferential mark ax woke (ose in inferring 
‘tht the bill is on Bre) wm valid mark omly with eortaim 
(qualifications, e.g. if the smoke ie ning opward in x 
Aiabroken connection with vie ground, er ‘he aldmng of 
qualifications to the Bark’ dex ook prevent tho enne from 
liomg. a cane of unference. 

‘With thn view may be compared Punng’s aach= 
i Uhn Pramanassnsceaye, 08 reported by Vidyabbt- 
sana’. "Thibniga enka “Want ae the mgnifcance of 
Credible Wont? Does it mesa tet the pervca whe 
spoke the word is credible, or that the foot he svorred in 
credible?’ "TE the porwr’, contzoven be, "in ertible, t 
1m aucre aaference". On the edie lined af the fret om 
<redibl, 1 ia 8 mero Tercepbon."™ ‘The aatare of the 
inferevce, om the former alternative, ix roa plain 10 the 
citation from Ditokge given by Vaompatt. 


Splacdkydoinametdassmsnydd anumdnala,— 

“We infer thal the relizble person's words agmne 
with reality, from that eammon property of agescmant 
with ready’ which belongs to all staiementa by reluble 
Persons.”* "That ia, wo have learned from experience the 
‘general rulo thet trestworthy perooor’ statements are 
tue. and se apply tine rule to the cass of thix partoular 
taatercent The process ia therefore inforonce 
SOURS Fre el 

pores 








me 
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‘As to the second hor of Duintga’s dilemms,—in 
‘the aitarnative we may lara by actual experience that the 
speaker's oiesant ie eotameadin, i, in egrement 
‘with realty, And is this ose the: oF means by 
‘Which the ideo onaveyed by the words is justified, im per- 
coptian. 

‘Uaddyotakara ropes that Ditsntga’s crtiiem ip trre- 
yipe Sere Ei ?—aptoptetn fokah: wins soe 

Nylye Saira Ti whic, ecard 
ing to Uddyotaharn, monne dsbdollethena pratipatti, 
cognition by verbel indication Uddyotakara's aitede ap- 

rently js that words do leed to behiel—and if they are 
{he words of a reuble perso, 0 gh belle, ‘Therefore 
Shey ae (nthe ata em) pramthsrepe ine mstrment 
‘of tras cognition ond premékeroga is pramdpe. Tin 
ah ‘however Jock fr nother premge thick il p= 

‘a justyfestion or proof of the beliel produced by the 
‘oth Ths jubeaton Diagn Sa cle ne 

. Hin refoeal to amit tht sobda 
Poppyriet ng werep pepe eigiersetetr egret 
word 16 12.8 Qnerent serve from Abat In which 
WSoivepayts understand “Ad gut the Baud 
well ns the Naryiysks, holds the doctrine of parateh 
mdnyam', 1. that Do proména carries i own juntiS- 
‘ation with it: its rality being establusbed from rome 
cofbee source. The Nergayike however used thas doctrine 
proorpally ageinsi the Mtnidmacko tenet thet tbe validity 
of ‘Testimony was self-provet?. In view of the fact 
‘at the Basddha held the doctrine of parstah prémdnyo, 
it is diftcols to understand hus refusal to scmnt tnt, 
since dobds does, an 6 matter of fact, sometimes give rt 
‘to belints which happen to be trae, it 
Oe ee ares ees © ee 


‘edhe 2a ns Ses, eae 
"yale Lat hee, pp. SE. 

















Grsterse a 








For, after all, be does ase 2m the pense in 


which the Noiylpite naes xt And, in thet sanse, dabde 
den moparate praméne, 


‘The dascuasion about dab is porplexiog becouse We 
fee! that the dieputazts are so often et crow purposes. 
‘And the reason why thoy 470 at com purpeacs ib that the 
‘dstsmoton between = couse of knowledge 
{pramt-karaya) end ‘grosnd of Knowledge 
promigo in the team of proof) wax nok clearly drawn, 
‘Soida w clearty x peychologial eaure of Keowledge, But, 
cquilly cleanly it a nab « logical ground of kcwlodge: 
eng fr eo wh, Jie de Mimbioakar, wore pre; 
fared to ronuntary va “roateb sramdya” oc fopicel vll- 
trficiency. ‘The Newpdptia wae mot prepared to do 
Bat he called éabde a pramdea 1a the peychological wens. 
‘The Boudéha refused to call it « premdne boooure (ouite 
ineramatenty eas, forthe moment, dor 
amine in the logirel cose of selt-wfictent ground of 
ie m sense really inconmantent with bis doctrine of 
peretah pramaye 











(a) Gestare 


‘PBh p20. 19" Since we find that oogrutvon 1s pro- 
cee by the geetare of » person whore 
sxpremave etions are kas ox, th lon nothing but 
‘That, 1 is not the gesture ne euch thst prodoces the 
lmowledge, but our knowledge of what the penon moans 
by hie gestures. ‘The imowlsige conveyed by the gesture 
therefore depends on the connection between the gerture 
‘and the spoater's aotention. ‘This is a rpaple, and the 
cognition ie therefore inference aa being ryBptibalena, 
Here again wo feel thst distinctions requiea to be 
Grave. (1) Gestures are cally » cause of cog- 
‘Biioo ; mbellier the process by which the cognition is 
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produced from the gesture = or is ot an inferential pro- 
(ees 128 question for the perohologiet. 

(@ The cognition which is thus produced is fre- 
quently = de facto correct cognition." Gestars could 
‘im that sense be calied pramdksresa, ari therefore pra 
myo. 

@) But if we ask Oe elritly logical question, 
Whether the gesture brings wit it any justification tor 
bolicving the de fucto right cognition "to bo de jure 
ight,—then we sbell pechaps have to reply shat 
jumtifeation waold depend on'an tnferedee of ered 

in pot clear whether PraastepSa i annwering the 

gienl question (1) abore, or the logiee! nen 
tion (8) above, when he was Bint gexture, na 9 support 
pramidna, 16 eeally roference. And the resson why it 
i not car in becouse he in thinking of pramana in the 
sioibngvonn sense noted wndee (2) above,—ie. es pre- 
makerspe:; which may mean cither x de fact caure of 
correetnems, of ® de jure ground of correetnes# 1 the 
ceagaitin: 

(Gi) Comperison or Anciogy (upomane) 

‘The clanscat aooount af thre procen is ae follows. 

A tana tld by «fee Hn «nn (ete, 

. 3 cow—'yethd punk tothd gorayat”, 
‘He goon into s forest, scce a creature resembling 8 com, 
‘and realises tht thia isthe creature called a "bison", The 























‘pemory of the tofortation previooy recived thet 

‘Bat is thas seal whet the sutrakdre mana by ue 
definition of wpamdua,—'praviddhosdaharmyat etdhyas- 
Ghanem upamanarn” 

‘The primé facie meamng of tne @_ "' companson 
ta the eslulcdy eet tr be eb! er 
known resemblance’ (or: froca resemblance to a thing 
Knowo)". Now ths a6 8 écecnption which would be 

tppropnate fo the ilerectin ponen known to weed 
Nogie 08 Analogy. But the diticulty sbont wierpretiog 
‘he suive in tha way 19 obvions. Inference, onumdne, 
2 et oat in the arouse ofthe fresvemband sega, 
in alao  proeem of ‘proving tho proband from leno 
to'a known thing™ei ik dover ain rane” 
‘geal procene ‘would thae be no ditinction srail- 
‘hie etween anumaine and spembes 

‘And there is no corroborative evidenee at all for the 
‘exintenco anywhere ma Inavan logie of the western notion 
‘of analogy, Ax & apectfc type of inference distinct, from 
‘onumara, 

re ike y. 
Bot y Ins the property P. 
‘Therefore x Is the property P. 








Sie £m, are 
ELE ET ES ser ne 
ADEA! RES s gars 

Mpeg tet pr ennoe Pnty 

Petar oe goss peat nae 
ger eh we Bibs ore gue 
FSH eS : as 
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‘Toe pamage 10 the sa which upomna 
ia cxamiond UL ea, dv ean lege 
Aion may be, certainly hase slerence to sualgy tu tas 
‘epee af rm An be ou esr test 
: for tbe maning of apaména, “aad, 
‘Vath eet in fairs Baye co ‘iseet Site 

gives an account ‘om out setae 
tion ff analogial prea.” The Vetinde'r debuition 
Fine: apemaname opp stvnniyle ethe buddin,ulpl- 
dagen, tae geen gomaranagje eae 
Pina dao (2 ike mferenod gives Hat So cago 
{Dan obfeet not ws eccincy wih Seaev: for inane, the 
Sight of tbe tas gees ie toreerunc of the Soe 
‘hie explained fo mean Unt wpardaa takes oe 
bod the hazlorty of the objet which ae preoet (Ue 
Dimon) to aa ebook wn in mat peta (Wea) but Is 
tilled up by memery 

or Vatsyayana, porns, ax instramen’ of sogni- 
toa, maak x kaowlodge of reseance, an the frat" 
‘ion is like w cow" The queaton ve, sa Voieyayann 
ule it, doe poser atropemdnena, Rrgote!—' wha ib 
{hate ofedted by th keowladge of rousblante 
fan toetrament™*? in ether monde what Mn Se aperlf 
Gt apensnaphale, the sper ind” of ight eogaivon 
(oramd) prolecod by thi special praméne, ie. 8 ogel- 
thon of roeatbanes 























‘rather tcvvial eval for « separate praméze to prodoot 
‘and thet is why the Indian ecroont of upamets, cognition 
arising trom resemblance, strikes a Western resder 
tingularly barren notion. But VEteybyxua’s ext! 
show thet the knowledge of the nome carried a good deal 


Pa Gi Le 














Upamsa as epperteption m5 








mote with it. Knowing thet the bec called the “bean 
loaf" is like « bese, s parson finds « berb Hike « bean, 
zealies tat ths the thing to whieh the mame beax-lead 

cd phuoke s& for meticinal purposee (thaitajps- 
‘Pre recognition of the object as poncening 
fariais properties is the important Unng-—aot mere 
Knowledge of names. So. understood, upamitt 8 « 
‘evuliant of impportepes; aod the kro of indirect wienti- 
cation of hitherto ubseen objects designated as wpaméns 
does play co small part in the growth of knowledge 
‘Thus Cxpeme npn may be deserbed ab 8 prowee of 
‘appereeptioa’ 














For ressona winch ave alreedy been partly indicated 
td mich ar further expled blow in th comment on 
Nybva Satro TL. Tr tapmtnoprig) fk 


fyayann's interpretation of wpavadina gives what was wab- 
tantelly the tearing of tbe ritrskéra, nding 
Of the dahrtion of wpomedna so T2.6 m misleading, 27% 
expecially im view of rt close resemblance to the 
fof the definition of the ‘reason’ Chetw, weoond member 
flog nL for win’ we re tld that 
fn the ‘of what isto be eablished 
from hkenees to something knowe.”, and then told that 
the reawoa is the extebieing of what 28 to be estab 
ced from Inkeness to the example ", we naturally think 
‘that the two procomes most be closely allied. But the 
fact w that sadiyeatdhene, ‘establishing what 1 to be 
established’, ig phrase which allows of differant rnter- 
pretation : nod its meaning is determined by the context, 
In apeataing ofthe Reta 1 ean fairy be transaiod ‘proving 
the probandum’. But in speaking of upamses it bas n 
differant vense—e sense correctiy given 1m Vétaybyane's 
paraphrase projAdpariyome proyfdpanam. Bo thet 
patra LLL6 means thet “sparaane is the king knew 
of bid bast be made Keowe, (rom kena f know 
ing”. 
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PradastapSde eye 
PBb p290118 “Knowledge of likeness a8 an 
ment of valid cogestion ie nat 





erodible testimony (apamdnans aplacceanam 20), 
bocmuts it 18 the conveying of the (ides of the) bron, 
‘hrvogh the (doa of the) com, to 6 perooa to whoen the 
Yon js unkwows', by 8” penan "whe. bon sen a 
Pradaniapide hae already reduoed ‘Testimony to 
Inferenea: wo that in redocing upamdna to Teotimooy 
tie. rom i ov ean, redaang i Infeene 
nv which be tecritieming oe perhaps Vatestyano’s 
fori Water vin ele inact 
a0 2 ‘gatha gan, tethd gasaych’: 
ignoring the perception af the gasayo which later com- 
moutstory make an integral part of the upomine v6 tie 
Inrtroment of epamits "And, ae agninet this (cleaclyin- 
1W, Pradasispida wer an argumentumn ad 
sm" Yenaidantaty wpamana with knowledge inthe 
form ‘the buan i like the cow". But thie kaowlodge can 
‘only’ have been derived ftom testimany. 80 that upe 
‘dna is, from your own wlandpomnt, aylevacena, and not 
{Peparaieinateument of cognition 
"Thi may be effective at 














Difintga’e onticine of spartan a7 


that the natoe upeméns is ured of xt. Stdhara eocond- 
angly mupplemente Prada pada’s brie! exlissm'. 
Duonigs m the Pramdpasamscceys argued thet 
‘opemdna is uot diferent from exter (on one interpreta- 
thon of 38) perepinoo, or (on snouber interpretation of 
it) eatinoay’~-na pratyatyed edkyde od tpatircyate? 
¢, Wa ane ape eh theo a en 
y pereepion, She one ie nowlcdge Hua 
SEsPa' the tat fies peste” Wier tat ot 
‘heam that ‘the bisow us like the cow", then it 1 merely on 
roaring Uns That one understands tat some ofthe gual 
ies of the cow are prosent in the bin and some are 
‘abaant—aioce otbermise the phenae ‘hie’ (yatha. . tnthd) 
would not have been used. It is s proponderant same- 
fos) of quahtien (bhiyse etripyem) thet ove nypre- 

. 

‘Both Uddyotskare snd i reply that Did~ 
sphere 
‘ood what the aSirs ineana by wpandaa—i.e be has not 
taken, Vatrtpeon’s view of the atin at mening by 
wparsine the proce of wppiyog » ame ta. thing 
{rough wanlarty toa known thing: but us snlerpra 
tan merely the process of getting to know the sumlarity 
of to hinge’, And. tin amass w for erties of 
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‘Vacaspati argues thas, wnderstood os Vateyiyana 
dere, npumaee man be geod 
Gear from perception, ee othe 
Ahi peedoel byte eer promos prepnaéh- 
job yromieinisen wpendonlejanpepenérdaie- 








Sezror 44-45. A dalectical objection 18 
Similarity rust either be complete, preponderant, of 
‘aight. If comploe, there i oot retomedlance—no one 
cays a cow 1 liko & com’. Nor again 1» renemblance 











Ceraherts wt sirrlanty—n0 
tox in ie 8 Poms on on tbe grt 
ry af ag rancy—oterene everything woul be ke 
ing. 


(com yrotddboithorage rence al, 
(com & 20 geen 
Tot, of Ltle—therew seine: and Sore Chore 6 
Taerihinnen woaogy cannot be deme. 


Sutrar 4447.  Pratyaksesspretgeksendaheh (40) 
Napratwakse gavaye promdyérthem vpamfaarye pty? 
mma. 44 (42), 

According to the commentators, stra 40 argues that 
pone i really anamse, inferouco, because (like ine 
ference) it proves by means cf something perosived some- 
thing which in vot percerwed. Sire 47 replies that 
‘xpordno does not prove sarmething unperccived,—" we 





donot wn epartne fuaeticning wn pram nthe care 
ao something opera” We spre 
‘bend by upomates that » bison is bis 


‘Whncsa wafer he exetan f fe which Wack 


Arthapetti ay 


present to sense, Thorehy wpamdns is diferent from 
anameas, 

‘The passage seems to show thet Vatephyenn’s tc- 
count of upamna ie thas intended by the Sstrakira, and 
ttands for the gexiiae tradition of the ancient school of 
Nya. 

‘Sitra 48. Tathety upatainherdd vpamdnosiddher 
esteyoh 

“Toe prosene of upemdns us extabhabed by the use 
of ‘wo ot Phe’ (in th a i$ 
ciembar of the ayllagirs}. ansi therefore Win not te3e 
‘hat tft tot diferent fro: omandns."” 

‘The present wits soxgenta that the 2otie for Yio re 
comin of ependna as a adpenent ou of Koy, 

‘wus (0, pronde «prepa eorrenpending to the 
fours “member” ane wey” ia “textimony * 
in ta the fit, " mnforence ° to the second ad 
‘pecopuan'fethe dined, CY NAb, p 441. 1-1, a 


(60) Preeuneption oF Implacatian (arthapattn) 











According to the classics! acoount of this process it 
counts ining ‘wbich rooneen 9 promt 
foose contesdicton. ‘reo slock examples are. (1) 





‘You Lave mformation Dist Guten 1 alive: bat you do 
ot find bm im his Rouse. Ergo, bo w out. G2) You 
faze (ald of ona Devadatis who 1a fat and does not eat by 
day. You drow out of fhe statement the nplvsinon 
‘het be eats by night. The former i given as an ius 
trabioo of drslrthdpsts, amplcaton oe preearopton from 
cexpeticoced facia; Un ltier ax an ilwtratian of Sidr 
thapatii,rmpiestion or presomption trom word 
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se ST seca Be 


. Other sosrces of knowlsdge 


Arihapets was reooguized we x erate meant of valid 
deka ae ceasing wera pee ld 
(Bayer Sed Predettares and Gee dotrne ah 
pond nis scat foes dcop oa ey as te 
‘Vritikirs cited by Gabars’. The paasage i Sabare’ 
Bhigye roay be quoted sa the locus clessicue, 
Sahers 

“ athdpatis api dre irate rorha "nth nope- 
uiveto iy ertustipond yethe, eto Devtellys 
arhdbhdoatartanena dahirbhdcasytirgtssys kolpond “* 
*" Preumption is the supposrtinn of a thing on the ground 
that a thing, haard or wen, ix otherwine not possi for 
wtance, through finding that Devadatta, thong alive, 
‘wot at home (there arises) the supposition of his being 
‘oat—s thing which we do not know by actual experi- 
= 
























Nytyeastra end Vatapiyena 

‘This however was not tha only atcount of “preva 
geen te ety soe tnd 8 nal tt te 
eel ‘meaning of the term. The notion 28 discunmed 
that pasaage of the Ng6ye-skfvo" which argner 


i, PAP pe 707 en po even min 


"Bal int oie DE Ae 
spe satin, Mages ae pramfoesngrecrnebtpen, METT W 
1 Tiga oe fae 
Pi seth ong fat hpi 2 sn of fe tetanic» 
ppieested ee Saat as fee ot Sabo, Cra aa 
Eilvin gs da mit sates aed pen Zoe Selo ate, 


ne 
E 








mr, 











ities pee “the 


Arthepatit aan 








agsinn the separate satus of sappossd praméea’s other 
tits the four enumerated in NS' Te, 8; aod the ercoast 
‘there gren, aa inverpeeted by Vatepajan, 0 wor ientoel 
rh te aoa given by Saree 
Vitustyaan boson by debniog orthtpati ae abbid- 
Aiyemane “rihe yo "nye ‘rehak.Prssiyate—" another 
Ahlog which follows as tx imphee ton of te Ging that is 
Sata". "The example which, be vee ts palAE 
sropkeqo casas cyte ha Bhavan Cieiee prosgptal 
Sntnu Bhavaa—" tor ininncn, wbat inp 10 te 
ftaleraen vad when thee are mo cla 1 dees oot ra? 
Care te hr capt tees ete: 
tee the i ipleation 
{1 that Uo yeodantion M the act oan se anibg  te 
Ska oA ig eae, dune 
slalitm ne rgabhicorti". it pot Ay 200 Bs erg, ty 
then A Vatrytoa. further eliaractecies thi pr 
‘ae an "apprtoudiog tro oppontion what fs oot ead” 
<aabhihvaeparthonya prevventbabhardd -grokapom 
ini Ue HH on Re Tea) He ay sory 
aterwarls-*" from the naterect Het in the abaanen of 
fh entte the eft v8 noe produecd, wo arrave by imple 
tion at what init to teats oppor, nae, hah 
the elt ax produc 10 the pees ef the exe’ or 
irom a nequlive rome the post airsahve’ 
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‘It ei be clear thet Valaylyane means little more 1p 
-erthipotts than whet Wester foroalists call he appon 
{Goo of propositous snd iemedinte inferenoe. But VAt- 
pepo i no dota lgal oppo ‘ah 4+ 
embodied ms cat * Square of Oppouticn ". Ho sale« 
‘that some supposed ‘implications’ are ia fect not logical 
rnecemary (anaitdntikel; bat be doos not formulate the 
precie conditions under wbich an implication is cogent * 


Noverthelesa the tre already defends orthijatti 
‘ngauust the charge of boing incouelarive (enaskdutiho); 
tltboogh it deste tht Wis 2 tadependent soree of 
kagweage, and holds thet rt comes under the bead of 
inference." Neither the oftra nor the Bhérys males it 
‘lear jost what form iapicstion wood take when ¢x- 
on a envindsa, inference through » mdle term, 
‘Batt tte bas Do outta et the denty of otAdpat 
fod anyon: for it arcs against the objector's infer: 
ence ("implication ia Bot a source of valid knowled 
becauno it inconetunive "), thas, af xmplicetion 16 
fia Die the alerts veld, Whiley ae 
nteremce is valid, ther implication valid : the meonin 
‘of the dilemma beiog that the validity of inference stands 
or falls with the validity of smpheation—ernee in fet 
‘hase fn no distinction bebwnen tisplication and iaference 
‘Neither the s8ira vor the Bhégya reoogniwes the distinc 
ton, Sot made perhaps by some Mtmévhsals predecessor 
of Satan Cane Calera Meal eryaiad the de; 
fine, beloen verbal inplaten (archaic 
air real apne (eee) od 
agus bun pete anal te lnprance 
AIL impiioation ie within a system, and therefore 
reign! Viteriyas aes hit exainple from the 


ep ms ge a to ecw my 
BS costa etter feel sis Se gunna poe 
area sree See 






































Arthapatti as 
‘canoe! rietion, Sabars takse toa trom spatia! relations (it 
‘t man is not here, be is elewhere), while the Inter 
‘Mtméshsake séde one based on tite—it aot now, of an 
‘other time. All three ilustrstions cax easily ‘preeeat 
‘bensselven asa mare opposition between ponitive sed 
‘egatire—botween this and not thie; for tho reason has 
a bystam is a whole of maturlly exclusive parte, 90d 
‘an always be expressed disjunctively. Thi aspect of 
‘the relational arguizent is present to Vateybyana when he 
characters the argument aa based on pracyanthabhaco, 
or oppottion : wad. when he ways. the positive 16 the 
-Pratyanths of the negative he lope icto a “formal " view 
of” implication ', Sabara and his seboo, parily af leant, 
woud ths tendency to a formal rocount, decease. they 
tan of he wpe of fet we fort apn te mind 
point of view which is not merely the negative of the 
Daponsible supposition bet « positice cooception 1m itmlf, 
‘Nevorthelam they do not sooneed in realasng tho constroc- 
tive or ‘aynthetic’ character which is the mark of « 
onvinn arthapatti—an exemplifed for extznpin in 
Geometzical conatrection, im which new positive teuth 
‘erthéd dpadyate—arisen by implication ic the concrete 
‘character of a mystem". 

















Pradaslapede 


Prniantapide does aot soem to nccept Vateyayand 
‘ecount of artfpats: and he draws the dntanetion, which 
Vitayhizane docu not draw, between draérthdpats and 
raterthapali. Hw shal wort, owoner, do 30 aoable 
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as fo determine what view of orhapati be hat ‘a mid 

iu, for reasous suggested below, fe that Brt- 

hare interpreta hom correctly. = 

PBh p28 1.1. __““Tplication from an object of ex- 
pociezce r 








Comment. (a) drstBrthapatts 
Sridlurs glomes rivoddy enumauan vy 
antarsviruddhe redrtho “rthtaterieindbkite i viradhy 
va tihgam "—""« thing whieh when oontzadicted hy 
fora otter meana of knowledgy is Iaopacely connected 
with another thing ma “Mark by comleadiction’ 
Tinenes ros the boos, whan at by knwedge 
that the man ia alive, ia inaoparably eannceted with, abd 
Ahoretore is the Bisrk of, Deg onisite the nase.’ Sri- 
ig thes he refronce to be some och view of 
arthapatti aa Sabor 
Tena caso erence, emanates, esa i ely 
relies on aeindbhen, universal connection. —“yetye yatha 
favanet, tye tetheine haparsen’, aye’ Sadia: 
there ja @ idle tere (i.e. the proeces ip inference 
ox axsundna), jot 30 far an there m0 a ral of nocestary 
connection", "" IF absense in the bovee cenved the 
ought; of presence ontaide srmply throng the pon 
iif te Toraayaleoaive onupepatindieya, it 
4 














‘Dot be a middle term based on 9 universal rule 
(niyamahets) and therefore the slnence from the house 
tight Dud dhe tng of wxeting ele to (yin 
ipoyet—i.e. it world not point to any definite 
ttnrnaiva "Ibe. Aimanwake eae, Sat Hom cdge 
of shsance from the honse generaics the {oa of amething 
ihe peony ober ppt cape tae 
{is tot poaible oa amy ‘exoept 2 
man’s being outside Canysrmin Kelpite no toryopapathih). 











connection (ancegs), and so is inferential, it 
fonts oer a: Teriptncsees looms tog 

arguzeos would ba: ‘a cat, Deceane bak 
Alive warn ee into oso: me 

—Thare inno quealion tat te proers s*inferen- 
tual’ in the sense of on uciversal, The 
(question ia whether i oan be ‘redtoed to eyllogitic forma” 
ind wince the Indsan sgllogiem is in essence inference 
Tilapatt ae oe re ‘Taste nl 

an iat (ee ilo 

Seetin | al bs Soman rerela on > 
Gridbees’s attempt af Tedection to. syllogistic form in- 

tha. i canDok be doe. Athépet aol tale 
‘ence from examples —Weetern logic meets with similar 
Sealine sn atop to Teer tahona angen 
{e terre of oor aylloguam * we cannot exsily construct» 
[promise stating explicitly te universal from which the 
conclusion could be supposed to be ‘deduoed’; and the 
retusa they stand preent & quatersin terminoram: 
{for inaanoe in rock anguments an “A fe o tha Tight 
of D, and B ta the right of, dhretore “A to de night 

2" Tadan oie in is doctron ie 
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‘Tho Indian ayllogisos trom example does uot difer in 
snes fra the Western sie “Bak ee eb 
tumptive. And the fact ie that there are szporiant 
lanes of inference which are nof subwamptive, and there- 
fore refuse redacisen to ayllgistic form, oF t0 anumana, 
Tadiva Topic gives w few dlustraions of rich arguments 
under the rubric of aytkdpaiti, The treatment of the 
tpi i inadequete: but it anil a valuable muggestion, 


(0) etartnapetté 

Profastapide's meaning in calltog verbal icophea- 
{ton onviténamna 16 merely that verbel textanony i 
itvelf (on his ahowing) inference |The facta derived by 
* implication * {ror words trv arcived at xnferonially = 
therefore the * plication * got fren wucl facta in vnfer- 
‘anon fram the inferred 


(8) Bambhace—Inclnaion 
-PBh p.236 1.10 “"Tneluman’ alo in nether more Dor 
Jeve than inference, Bocsuie at i 
cate of something which esncot exit withont another 
‘thing (aninabAzettodt)”. 
NK ad, ioe. ‘Sridhars expiesns : “A hundred 1 
kaown to exist through the 
knowledge that 6 thoorend exits, a6 the resalt of 
ae source of knowledge called ‘roc 
the form ‘A hundred is 1ocloded in « thoussn 
fhe glu tat de nowinge cf haired fo 8 
y * rora 8 
Slaton jt etree Dewan i coined by 
© Rewdred is inseparably connected 














* + Sambhave © oar 


‘Vitoghyane’ gives « siomlar aroount, and, tke 
Prafesapide, wee the term svindbhtna 2a thin tee 
fon but Gu Gorm wae 20% fcr ine, hed baowe for 
ix, a. technicel camoe for the enivereal 
aasoning. Pacha st founds way tnto the langu- 
ge of loge 2 some shh veage at iy ilovraied this 
jatenge of the Nyayobhirye. —” What called * ince 
tion’ te the grasping of the existence of another thi 
the result of grampng the enstence of « Ding ws 
iudbkgorn, 1.0. doce not exiet without iv.” For 











inelasce we appreheod the exintonce of wm aghaka (6 
‘weight which im the quarter of » droga) from apprehend 
ng the existence of 8 droga, and of @ praatha (which is 
‘the quarter of an dghake) from approheediog the existoroe 





‘ofan aghate "And agai 

"A geen and it constuecin bry uel bythe 
relation of imepurahle congomutnnce (arumbharanrtiyd 
soniddhaych somadéycsamedéyinch), the apprehension 
‘of the constituent by means of the (samuddyena) 
‘in ‘mmcloston’: and thie foo (1.0 ex well an arGhSpati) in 
{uel voforunee."” 

Aw in tho case of arthapati, Uhoro we a faire 
‘to generis the particular case. ‘The caso in thst of 
‘argument from quantitative relaho=s—the case of arith= 
metic, f not of methematiesl ressoning in general : and 
‘the question whether sembhara is x separate promana 











= Other sources of mmowledge 


is in fact dhe important question whether arithmetioal 
‘reananing is deductive in the sanse of being epllogctio. 
Tndlan togie did nat gresp the fundanoental character of 
he problem, —noither did Western logis, until Kant 
pointed it cui,” Weetem forme is in more awkward 
predicament than Indian here m mew of ite quaniitaive 
Ereatment of the syllogiam. Both the Western and the 
Indian formalist would reduce arithmetical reasoning 40 
‘ayllogintio form. "Bat the Western formalist xt the eae 
‘dine redacas the eyliogiam to kindof erithmets’, 








(oi) AbHaee. Non-eriatence or negotion 


Tk wear from the discussion in the Nytys Satre® 
hat the investigation of the mature of nom-exinlonoe 
Gabhaes) arose cut of a dialectical difteulty-—Hiow can 
epee a ohh dt, Hom an ws cat tat 
acytbing 19 molt Tt ts, an wo perbape say, 
Protiem ot bow » saute fumes a puesta 
iver n0 sign of being aware of any dittculty : but the 
fositon which be taken wp oo out of mic dae 

dificalties sited aod at in the NySyo Stra would 
inevlebly ern, He amply ware ebhive ‘pi grembet- 

0 Rrtity aaytrthanytuarnnihyttonye-—"noo-exiezoe 
aing at abseoce of any instrament of knowiedge, is exo 
(an'well as cnamdea and artk&petti) the thoaght of ote 
thing ot present lo sease—ris., of that thing (fo which 
‘he gramdyc would ave applied)*—in the form ‘it is 


© quitéie Gate's ee Ope Sy eee 











‘me = it 
steideye 9 36.1 foe te Hatake Litre 
ee, Hl a eee 


“Sapling alt tem he oming ene, 
leew oe Oe te oe, 


Abbae 





not’ ", The diletioa! difioulty of userting thas the 
tbeence of teas of knomlaige ca lead to knowladge— 
novindgo tbat the thing ix note obvi, and Sb ro- 
‘ny thet ruled in the Npés Save, Kama bter- 
Bree Gabers's latent ap meaning thet aon-erence 
{ee abeanoe of eny other snatroment of nowlsige od 
draws the iulieti thet n00-exsence etl iin 
(Gist) ratrement of Kaowbsige, aa being the source of 
Degative judgments, 

Nylve Stine, 1.719 


‘The Npéye Satre domes that abhdca ws « distinct 
{mviramant of cognition, ox the ground Vas 1 spleen 
fal tbr CL 7 a em ay 

negative jodgment as lecteal objections. 
I ihe late!’ pasege the Mpc argon thal gation 
iS aman (ne rtitpeod ego Um at et of 
{oemion, ramen cmmmponsig te neweile sot 
 ‘promeys” rom rere 
ioe (ei, aeyn Viteytyane; fo common 
meres saicoe o “gramepe’ 
tre CI.i.8) ginee one 
poly spark lerigha et tp pd pelle) 
loth are marked, ands number exe unmarked; someone 
is told to felch tbe umoarked pisces, and 16 able 10 
‘do 90 because the unmarked pieces becca cbjtote of cog- 
junk trom sot being mstsed —The objector returns 
{6 the charge withthe secunder Uet what simply te mot 
cannot eran be negated (sosty erthe ndbhdcah)—if there 
‘are na msrks you apo say that the cloth is unmarked : 
4o which the answer a given dat werke do exis —in 
(ongeleigenopapot 
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‘marks on the marked clothe—that would invclve self. 
-sobinedilion, size tho tarks oo sueve ootos oni pre 
‘ext, [tin izpomble to aay dint the absence of marke 
‘on the marked cloths ia the means of apprebending the 
ixmarked clothe —Tbe reply is that itis Dot of cowrbe 
{nlended to aasert the wbvence of the marin in the very 
hinge in wich tm mart prem. na 


scerbande tiny On gs i wich ac 





funher 

Ratatve intone. ramely, thst before 3 
i) fy mot!. ‘This argument rightly conneote negation 

with bucoming : it i impossible to conceive of “becoming 

‘without the notions of "uot yet (antecedent nomex 

Sepals mgr” ainaink sexier 
iyorskere’s smmery + on 

ants segumecta What Uy re ‘ere quits 


(chala), whisk call not for’ refutation but for 
rebuko: for quibble, when witting, 1 inarstio 





cloncht (erthintara)'; und, when unwitting, only 
Bui hy ff sete eppnct ar tg 
a lo 4 

Ia guate elo Qiu. 


Nyda Sitre 11.4.2, ond Vateyayana 


‘As rogards the earher pasesge (FI.1.2) the quer 
inee—Oo whet grounds does the eStrakira reduce" none 
texistence ° to inference? Ko anwer us be found in 
the abtras themealves, and we have ta rely ap Vateyt- 
youa's comment. But what be says strikes 01 
Irrelevant: for he dogs not atizzit ta anatert the 
src we enact tm to noamer_the quan 
now dint « ng fe not.” Toca of deaog wh te 
question, he grves 40 example 40 show tbat, gitex the 
aorinige he wntng i nk oy om, he oe he 
anowleige 48 & meanr of apprehending that soret 
thew “And he bas no dxcuny in sbremg tal, wb 
abhdca, non-existence, 1 ox thie tense & pramane, ist. 6 
‘means of apprebeading somothing, it in simply a2 infer 
‘enbal process," Absence oF non-amnetenoe (65 & 
flee) depends on an oppo’. Th ‘whieh 
fs not is. the meane of apprehending at which 
(abkiterh bhMtaxya 4°, _pratipddaham)—non-ex- 
iatent rarafal? causes xa to apprehend an exisieut eam- 
{uostion of win od cou, om the ron tat re ere 
28.5 resizaining coofunciioa of wrad sud cloud the fling 
of the rainwater as the result of qravity doce nos take 
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‘in the form * where thia is, that does not happen ”, wo 
pee here ec ene 





does: 
inference from absence of ellest to. sbuence of cause, 
laos Yasyapene sean with inferwce, rom 
‘abvenoe of effect to 8 a 
“rs ccninbntion tote val protien Onegin, 
4 conceived by the Aimévnsakas and the Inter Noiya- 
and Vaideribas,--tbe problec. How do we know 
hat hich i nt enching, ws thus an 
irrelevant es VilaySgane’s. He says:— 
Pi pA 116” Romexintnes whe in nehar more 
rts ‘or lena thas an absteutoent of Snfer= 
fence (souednem seo). Just a9 the 











perceptics of an abject cap- 
‘thle of being perceived (gogye) and its noo-eristence’. 

But mhat of tou fact thet be thing i ant pes 
‘corved'? For instance when here 38 20 pot on the 
‘<the Boor 1 perocived aa presext. Why not say that 
the jac 1 porcevted an absent? ‘That in, why not cla 

ve apprehension as » cave of perception, instesd 
calling it inference” 

—Well, peroeptina in defined a8 apprebonsian arinie 
frora voptact of vense und object. ane there ie an obvious 
uBculky im conceiving of contact of Ube senses with an 
‘abaent object. You may roply that whether a0 object 
‘an or cannot be wn contact with seuse can only be decided 
‘by the result: aod mmnce we do porceive absesce we must 
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stvent'se sheen, Bat tho truth is that overy negation 
‘8 sbecoee hs « definite ioous (edkickaraxa) : and that, 
‘whermss the sense is in contect with the locke and fan0- 
tena ine epee of Selo, Sn at fae 
tion 19 the appreheasion of the abeence : sa ie shown 
thove cases where we are subsequently asked "Was 0o-s0d- 
to there?”, and wo then (ie whon sense in no longer 
funchning) apprebend bis sbeence. Nor ean this be 
fase af anetiory: for we remember what we have pre- 
viously experienced : but the absesce now apprehended 
waded before. Nor are the évicliie azy 
leas for those! who, admitting that abwence canbot be 
apprabended by urge shat the sbsence of the 
‘byes is by ‘the absones of apprehension 
Arovgh aay of the fveinatromenta of apprebention (pet- 
sept, ee.) which roves (a tiny eld) that abrence 
Gabhava), oF non-epprehension, we distinct watrumect 
of wpprebension (premanintars). Fos, xm the cave 
boro instanced of realising. smbsequenty tbat so-and-4o 
‘was ot present,—is the." pon-anprebientyon "which 
(secording to this sccoort) estatinhes his absense, 1 
‘present con-porception ce.ablishing a prosent sbuence, 
‘OF & past uon-pereepticn extablishing A past abeenoe? —& 
present nion-pereeption wonid not be ‘non-perseption af 
hing eapabia of bong perceived’ (yogpdupalabdhi, for 
‘the roene of the sbacoce ia now remote; besdes the Bppre- 
Thenmon that ‘be ie nat there’ way now be wrong, for be 
‘may hve gove there in the meaniirwe. A 
‘sppreheunon, on the other hand, which elone je capable 
‘of determining pest non-existanoe, bas ceased to exist tt 
the present —snother siete of mind has token it place = 
sud s nonexistent mental process cannot be ¢ cause of 
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Sina iments Ties precede 





“ee suet Cabos eid me» BS 


\ Apprehension of sbsonos a 





apprehension’ Nar can the past aaa-spprebension be 
functioning aow se seclled by memory, for the following 
reasons. — The appocent’s doctrise ie thet the mon-par: 
‘xption cannot be brought to couseionences by any other 
of the instramenia of spprebecsion because 1b is & mere 
negation —and if yor suppose another * non-apprehet 
tion " to be the moans of apprehending the fret" nan. 
‘sppreheneion "you Inne yourself ina regreseus ad 
infinitum: and “therefore Tmon-approbecsion raust be 
Ahnught of 4 determmaing ite bjt without iteelf 
doing approkended, as in the case with the 


nf pense’, This bei ‘the "a view, 
Tot mpowible that here “Aboud ow bem: 











“west, Therefore o-and-20 was absent "".—It it be object- 
‘ed that mch az inference is doubtful (enaikOntika) be- 
“causa we sometimes cannot eal to mfed something which 
4 8 matler of fact was preset sod formed part of the 
‘original experience—ax when we remeriber one verve of 
couples but fat recall bo ther, we bal ad 0 
‘our ‘major premise’ the proviso ‘the aggregate of con- 
‘uiione for recall beang the same an bott caso’ (talyand- 
‘magrtiatva), In the case of the (wo verwes of the ocuplet 
Ae conditions are not the exme, there having been o 








sromasrg) 8 in the ease wader consideration, this pro 
‘a mconsarly mtited : the aggregate of condstions 1m the 
Aapprabansion of one was adentical with the agareante of 











— Here, as always, it in noceunary to distinguish tbe 
to wae of premip, we mere inerument of 
‘peychologieal) on the one hand, and an ground of belie? 
Elogial th eiberhacd. Te the lair wane Sridhar 
Sy eae pee for the setting out 
the logieal grounds for ve jndgmant 
9" Hfow do T knew 
‘ut it is absent? because if it bed been prowent I aboald 
Ihave seen 1%, oF remembered it, There will al 
however (though Sridhare will not adit i)» 
ovat of err 1 the inference ine It icp 
fo to formulate the * major premise 
pombifty of exeptoa’” Predical or mors! otra 
‘Ge. opratom that « wine aan will ct 02) cae be. 
bol gical certitude iu the contrele av andol of Ihe 
tre. —But, apart from thin objection, 
‘ment proves ton mach : for the ground of our belie in 
porcaption’ (which ie edmitted to be an in a 
Prima) ie 10 lem inferential than the ground of oar 
belief mn ‘vor-apprebension’ (whih is denied to be an 
independet premane). We 83 soppart our powitive 
‘ercentual judgments by arguing *it it were nob there, T 
hoald not see it, lems than we aupport our negative 
{negments by arguing * if it were there, I sbould sen it". 


So 
Se 

















BIBS Other sourese of knowledge 





120 more, and no less, independent of infer- 
sence jhan * nan-apprehecsion "1s. And in bath canes it us 
‘equally itapomible to txolade the chaooc of error: tor 
sometimes we see what is not there, just as sometimes we 
do not see what 1s there. 

‘Taking promépa in the psychological sense of in- 
srameat af cogetion the postin af YEose mo ike tba 
‘Water Neiplyikar amert thet we perceive sbeance would 
veo to be fustifed. ‘There w w felt difference xn x room 
sud Bi fa dileess peyote eting po 

‘this felt difereoes is iy something pool 
‘ive, sod becomes the instrument of negative judgement’ 

(eit) Aitibyo—Tradstion? 
PB p.2901.94 “Tradition also, when true, in no- 
hing bot Credible Testsmony °” 

‘When (alee, the question whether it in « pramana, 
fie. an inatronidot of raled oogmbon (prams) of course 
does not ‘When trne, if ¢ indelinguishable from 
Jaddopramins: wad ws wack » redorble “to. soference, 

to Pradastaplda. ‘Tradition ws mentioned 
azaong the clnianis io tbe rank of promane mm Nysyo- 
stra TE.,1-3, and ita claim in rajoctd ua not being difer- 
‘ent from ‘ word '—whach the Nytps S$Gtra sdraite av n 
istines pramaya. The resson for Gintingusehing it from 
4abda appears to have been that tradition has no sssigo- 
able wothor: wheress ' word ' te somebody's wotd—wo 

‘he word of a relinble 

tavécand) can be raised. Ti 
Sharacteriee tradition ae ito 
beostte it hss been banded down through i 
ronouneementa 



























CHAPTER VI 
SOPHIBTICAL REFUTATIONS, 





oa 
ana tbs ca a nugrohecthins, 
een corrapond 

fo th Sophie ‘Asinahas Organon, 


Te wed per ett th te 
gwabes rod caviling (lps and tends) 
tram deveion (eda? co tbe ‘fone hat the sophie 
argument, though it hae the form of the Ave-membered 
fm proper to ‘ducunsion’, uoea ao its means of 
foot aquiveation (ekale),sopien jah) und fui 
Frigrakat rahasthas.a) : while cavilling w sophutry which tanker 
‘no Attempt to establish the postixon coumter to that of the 
theory attacked (protipaigarthapenahina).. ‘The cbapter 
‘then gives an ecevunt of Equivecation; but contents ital 
with barely defining Soptiam and Fotihty, the full treat- 
‘Bont of thse tv Sapenes’ beg rvered for Ee Tot 
tr Ath book of the sree, wc ban toe fr Sts ale 
‘epic 
swore) RyoToCATTOR 
Rguvocaton ia ced os ech otrdcien 
‘elie, ini sk te anes Lids plontin 
IS eet worn agen gf cmon 
ten ain equvoetion alee mvtapbecel expres, 





or Fae 
teams of 





a aa meee 


0 Sophistial refadations 





Lo Vakekale 


uirocation in mopect of wor i dtol in the 
ra oa the 9 ‘of scanething differant frea thet 
‘olen by he pak in he case of thing named by 
‘ bomoayz. ita ag a2 example tho oont 
ave nasckambclo "yom mdxaraksp, by which the eponker 
‘magne this san ban new blacked ” (naceh embclah). 
‘But thongh in the reaslution of tbe compound the maan- 
ing ia unsmbiguous, the compound napakambola i iteelt 
arabigoona (cigrahe tu vilego, na eemase), ant the oppo- 
‘nent unfairly rolvas it as nave kewbsldh, taking it to 
‘moun this man baa nine blankets ": snfoirly, becuase 
no want, a6 auch, is particolar in ita mosning; whieh 
‘becomes determinate only through the context (arthaprak- 
aroytdisahatet vide vertate), Vaceepnti expl 


2. Semanyachata 


‘This is dened av the supponton of an imposuble 
menning, resulting from the application, to the thing 
‘hat is meant by the spesker, of a comimoo ot last 
charocter which covers more than the (hing roeant, Far 
cumple, the statement “this Brahman is learned" is 
‘unfairly taken to imply that ony Bruhman (incading 
‘ignorant ones) is earned ~ enfszriy, beowane it taakos the 
‘unwarranted samumption that Brahmanhood wee meation- 
ed osumally ooanooted with the pomsaion of learning 
‘whereas in fact the speaker used the term “Braman’ 
simply in orplanstion of the thing refered to (rijeydne~ 
‘8ds) without say intention to speak of the cause (apical 
‘lahetkazye). 

"The trick here consists ic takings refsrence to 
‘stinadaut snd sccidental circomatanoee a6 « statemect of 
eomething canential. 








iat ur 








8. Opectrochale 

‘The critic takes in St Ural muse, and ao ia able fo 
feng afm, ink, th eyeier viol intends 
in Sgartive nse. The example given ia " the 
fees Shak" which of ore ot wae toe 
‘people on the plsiforms shout "', The term ‘platforma’ 
Ie tuanded in the secondary vense and undertoad in tie 
literal sense (bhaktya prepoge pridhényena kelpanam, 
NBR p.87 IL. 16-16). ‘The proceduce i futile becui 
{lee you contd the spaker's word fn the oanga in 
which be inten them you ae ot sontadating hit at 
a. 

‘The first and third of these sre plainly fallncion in 
dictione. ‘The second ia equally s0, though lesa t 
tor it turns on « deliberate musunderstanding of 
‘ture of the sentence: for « sentence which is obviously 
intended to be constructed “* shia man—the Brehmso— 
‘is learned "', is construed into the form "* this aout 
‘a Beshman, is learned "". It is therefore rightly 
fas a cane of chale, io. fallacy in dictione. Tt oxy be 
‘brought under the rubric of amphiboty, un the Aristotelian 
cleanufieation of the fallacies im dictions. 


sROMON 1, mie GoRNeTICAL, oR DUMLEATIAL 
‘RaroraTons G2FD 


‘Tho definition in given ty anticipstion at I 

















jotih,— 


in th unfare of ihe Gikenesses and differences on Whi 
ps 


ae "sepdicd i 





‘theoo dialectic sembliaces of logical demonstration rely, 
“Valaynyans eays oa thie, 2atre 





ty ve sci ne 

Jo heal ace 

iced fete pte ja oe 
tbr fresh Be 


Sema Ob Tis, eur we sunlorargumen 
18 wzhkeness to the orample, © Where 
reason it's. proof of the: fro unhikeuees to tbe 
Gaecnple’ (NS 1.35), the htt in a comersrgument 
‘hrbogh Tikeness ‘6 the exazople. A jati a thos same 
thing meri tom opposion (prtpebebACy 
yom "tho jr) 
8 Ta sho fr Wks wn 
amany Ride of ja, and of ua, ann fos 
vee Nes a tet 
fromnd of diietial demurrer (tt) and 
{Bopp toe anton sor of eundortanding and (aha 
ata winch conte fits (rwraherttna). 
em a alps iat book, 00 
aor tnaion of Cro fo cng br, 
‘On the other hand, when wo cae to the fh 
Pach weasel ie rene Aa nd pata 
tna, me dog raion of’ (Lande dion 
‘of pigrahesthaea’s (V.i11), followed im each case by & 
‘series of definitions of the diferent kiodh of each. Aud 
‘these bwo sores of defininons constitute the whole of the 
110 ecations of the fifth book, ao that the book revatia to 


pee oa om 

















‘Ts NB Book V tated: 





coumersizon and defimsiton (udéeds sd Yalgaya), wih 
ave the charactarstica of the fiat hook: shoogh fh 20 
oubé Also contaiss thab “iovestigation’ ar exasination 
some eee are ane 

9 aight sogges: » wuspicicn that ine 
{ttt aiden "Bur the emt bn knep deaiton ae 
ether distin’ from examaation i one tat 1 bowl ta 
reat down ix paves: aod thw 2 notably the ease 3 
dealing with the dialectical types of argument, the treat. 
tent of which, like thet of fllacin, wv wevitatly lorgely 
a niaier of clebeifoaton. 

‘Ato the postponement ofthe eineifation, the mere 

‘of the enumeration made it alont movitable that 

1 shoul form parse Wok; and the same reas 
a0 convemence ‘ 
Sogeopertoataly fog Centres of tes lgtat fod 
of proceeding at once to the ‘exsmunation’ of the other 
‘xtegoncs 1m the second book Thor i therefore ot 
sold rovnd, to fer a8 these considerations’ go, for the 
view that the fith book is'« later adavtion. “Li has, ne 
far, as good a claim ta be treet’ aaa foiagra part of the 

ly aynens an any of the otboe books. 

‘Nor does oem tobe trve thet the tops iso relabve- 
fy unimportant ane, which need bere formed no eamen- 
‘tal port of sho ogra em, bt may ator be regarded 
wa the prea of matenwen solace, "Te ea 
rathor 1 that 2b was ‘the cutee to setlo 
‘That wae fae argesent ad rad was no, and Eat tho 
‘opie lon ate iespertacs for the later scoot rae becsued 
ts epee ad trom the ont dell though 
with. 
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those very oppanenis—tisi is to say the Buddhiste— 
‘against whope mathods we may perhaps conjecture that 
‘he fifth book of the Nysparsisa war largely directed, 
Arisiotle dovoiee az caxch spaco proportionslsly to the 
‘Bophintici Hlouahi* wa tho Nliyersire dons to the dootrine 
of 14% and nigroharthna; and if we exe to condemn the 


Togie* we are confronted with the same 
eareful atjention to mere nophis 
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ue jo 2. — 
preeehg Bie 


‘That i to say, the soptaat or distectioian (oti-nadin) 
peat iy hoof oo am 
00 

ere 4 vali gute ve of 098 


1. He may rodece sa tralennt Reese to 
3on-P, 
b geen ieee 
Ps 
which are not proved by Md 
4. or eubtract fro 8 qualities which it posseenes 
5. Bu tihsh ene poucaad by P 
Bey egue thn oe P a ing 
‘be proved is to be shown in 8, 
Sn ehoue be th ord tace eit, 
6. ar thst if P is aot to be chown in the evden” 
tial canes, itis equally act to be shown in B. 
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Sephistionl refetations 








+ As Mimsy optionally be thought of es acoamn- 
panied 6¢ not agcompenied by a sosidental 
Ebcomalance, a Loew iv ao equal option 
of mappsicg M fob P and tobe tourP 

82 _Sinec the evidential casee are ez hypothest 

tiady nels, P Seg seheaden, 

Than’ is equally probendum'in the evt- 

dahl awe. 
9. M and P ove already wntted, so that thero it 
‘0 partage fom MP: 

10. or, M and P are diswnifed, so that M will 
‘never prove P- 

11. ‘The defoodant does not prove that his proof 
in proof, no thet there m2 farther guestoon 

tobe we, 


19, end, it there in to be no proof that proof 

Madoc “ibe ak ert oe 
ite cogeaey wi 

fever ara, tnte eed oot show at Cat 

so-called proat i 2 proaf). 

TA Aca becoiee awe ty progcing itt 

fot, and therelore prix 40 t 
he eed es ame a mo eae aad 99 
{eines effects cannot he produood in the 

ce Of causes) there ie me production of 
efcis. 

4. Any inference is inconclusive because any 8 
‘wil posese ame point in common both with 
‘P's and with non-P's: end ¢ quality which 
a bus eommon will alwaye_ give, rise to 
doubt whetber 8 is P or noo. 

16. Ang cove term in pxpoved to en sntinomy 
‘sul therefore only raises, withaot settling, 








ie geist, (is oan tab it 
you eam find an M which i on 
These -ag, uoder No I—fad io 8 another 

+ Quality which as non-P. 80 there will 
Says be what Ine lege called «aed 
pakeé, i.e. ap sotinowy:) 

16. The suppomed probans-probendam relation 
imp’ aleoniomy abd eacon and ye 

by the mizodeotion of tetpanal 

Gisineodan : Zod ao the reason given ie 
always no reason. 

1M, Any argument eames woth it an 
of fe tectradctory. Tt the defendant a 
fhat 8 is P 90 far abit. M, then he 
hat ik rst be nom-P w far oo set 











18, Tt acmblanee, in o point wabae tings 
‘dentica im anatber point, 
ony soeaifoon of al tage as lat 

vereznble exch other st all. 

mw, Imray what yo eM tps 
‘il roving that 6 is Por 
oaoe other quality of 8, uch se Y—therehy 
proving that 8 isnot P. ‘Therelore the con- 
lion ik ate contingency (you my 
drow tt, but you need not) 

30, You havo experanoo of P in th prasene af 
Mi but you sometimes bare égest experi 
+ queo of P in the abnenee af M(P follows 
fram” various condition»—‘Plurality 
Coupee’). > > 

fara an argues ios won son peer 
‘tion 36 ‘han-arieizace i 
‘ean aways fe sored at thre in eget 
‘nom perception of your noc-perception— 
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‘which does vot theredore exist, Ergo, that 
: ‘which you assert fo be nonexistent may be 


existent after al. 
99, Tt cam be ‘thet everything is opvelly 
son-etemal ‘everything bas some 


resemblance (¢.g. in respect of existence or 
Inowabihty) to such pon-eternal things ov 
= pot, 

93. or that, since whst is non-cternal is eternal 
in ite non-cternality (truth being eterval), 
everything is eternal. 

24, Sines the oaming into existence of « new pro- 
duct cannot be distingvished from the mere 
manifestation of the alesdy existent, what 
locke Tike on offect may afer all aot bo an 
effect. (80 that you might sa well maintain, 
with the Sashkhyar, the doctrine of sathar- 
yard, us mainisin with the Naiylyihas the 

doctrine of osctéaryecséa.) 

‘The fifth book of the Npéyartitra and Vitayfyana's 
‘comment on it contain some interesting matter. The 
following obeerrations deal with posute of inerwot which 
‘are raised in connection with certain of the jatie. 








att ae gr RtY of kent nod wicnone 
together, It's conclusion is proved 
ond - o ‘or by hkenese to tho 


activity, bkn a pitce of matter. It 
(a) the soul is like ether, which ix ingotioa, in reepect of 


i] 
v 
i 
E 


Badharmys-soma, Veidhermpesons 340 








boing all-pervading; und that (6) it is unlike « piece of 
Aontiee which is aclive, in repect of not being of a deter- 
sminate shape. Similarly lt is be argued, mepetioely, Dat 
too aoul in inactive, because ib we al-pervading, sniibe 
pos of taiter. It can be retorted thet (2) the woul ia 
Sulike ether, which is inactive, im reapect of having 
‘which of tbe cause of actinty (e.g. volition, 
itdemerit); and (8) it in Khe ‘matter, 
which ia actie, in rempect of actvity-coosing qur 
‘which, in the case of the piowe of matter, are represen 
144, at Viouepati points out, by conjunction with « tangi- 
blo objeot which posnenase vega, energy or Yelocity). 
"The rutvaktro’s olution ofthis diffcalty is obscure: 
stetd gosidaiiost tacaiddib (NS Y.i.8),—~"the conela- 
sion (of n valid syUogisc) is proved in the way io which 
1» Gow ie proved, from ite cow-bood™”, This enguestt 
very sterile view of mlerenoe: tod i is not ov « cater 
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is proposed by mere kinase or by mere difference 

Sekotepeatied seidharmyansirens os sdbys~ 

ihene prati@Adyomdne}, but will be impossible where 
‘macht harman taken ea 
{ecm or pro proof of being 2 cow is from tbat 
Hikentes to other cows whuch comstizstes cow-bood, und 
not from vi baving « dewlap, ea." 

‘Ro himeal refer an to that exotion of his cot 
raent in which be dealt with the ‘Member’ of sy 
sonage it NB p46 O16, on NE 1; 

‘be rendered :— 
ies heron athe expe ae cre 
lauen (garuddi) they do tol give re ta the vara 
Aislectical devices and foilitws winch pring from the 
aptinn of sonterarguent ured kee andr 

ness, ‘The fact is thet the dinlectician’n (jasiouden) 











counter-argument presupposes that the relation of probarur 
sand probendase im the exaviple hax cot boen establithed. 
If the probane-probendums relation of the two qualitien, 
au ies inte example, in apprehended an ouabliahot, 
‘then it is a probative cherecter thet 16 taken a6 reason 
‘or middin forma, and not » mere likenese nor a mere differ- 





syematreays a caidharmgamatreoge plat 

Malement of difezeooe between  properiy local ArKO. 

‘mont and mere dialectic: thoagh it mun be admitiog 

‘at VBteyryane does not soseed in lling ‘ws bow 
any 





Prassige-sapsa... S8dhyp-tamo $52 


questioning wih whiok be copliee to No. 11, the 
Prosengszoma jets, the burden of which is to demand 
Ironr the Natplyika the credentinle of the drylénia oF 
‘probative instance on which hm eyilogism voli. 
i What perwor take 3 light, aod for what 
surpore?* "Penons wha want ta see, for the 

of teeing something that is to be seen’. “Then why do 
‘aot people who want to wos light take nother 
light’ (to sce the frst ght by)?" "Beceuse a light i 
tae wok anther Ug, ando aking igh tot © 
light by ia ueeleas’. “Well, for whit purpone is the ex- 
tmp employed (ra elogam) "For the pure of 
diving knowledge of someting not known’. “Then for 
‘what purpose 18 8 aiatement of (arandpadeds) 
required 1m the cao of the ‘it the example 1 
something known (praytate) which ‘wm ndduced for the 
prone of rin, Erol (of what sot knows. 

sm ac, aprajfdtasga)? Tn faet an cxam 
WMGeloet wv weoeiag ogee wes dncy 
rte yarn ‘arhs beads, toni 
drat 

ie Satementof root in wale, for the, porpoae of 




















will ‘say 
‘the pince of matier in the ros 
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Fesambles Pr uthayealdberngs), it, can alway 
be maintained that even a valid middle term 


‘art x quaaion’ (praberonam practi 
fren ribo fo en acticoay fxohayotscheriptt prabri 
fanhen proterenasemag NAW C18), 











No. 16 Rejinder Any sole? reaton 
“that 9 oazon —— joat hea seawo0. mich 

atetand addi, bate, Dane 

ca re 

8. fon es such in oriddhe, Dot 


extablisbod to exist, 

the three points of time, past, present and Futary 
For the reason js the probase, and it must exist 
‘either before, of after, of simultaneously with, the 
banda. If befor, ther ia aa yt m0 proband 
‘probens to prove, and therefore it 


Isom e grohint Taf, ies the prone tos 

‘after, since ane 
‘Bot yet oxiat there is nething of which the #0-called 

ium in the probandues (and thorefore it ean 

be called protindue, und wo the probes being 
Toft without » prodendum ia ct a probans). 
Simultonsowely, thea, vince both exiet togethor, 
‘which we prebane of which? and which is proband 
‘af which? A reason, thorefore, cannot be 
Aaished trom what je’not a reascn (Aetur aherund Ra 
sitisyats), The abetusana is e mjoinder based on 
the fasemblence of 8 reason to What is Dot & reason 
(ehetuns eadharaya! protycestihinam abstueomak). 

[This sounds Buddhistic, and rosemblee the tind 
af alec employed by Nepérang tgnint the validity 
pf reasoning, in his Madkyorake Kéribs.} 





any af 




















aot that Keowledgo does exint; std therdfore meone 
of knowledge. Sitra 9 adda'the obvioun argumen- 
fun ad hominen 

Since your rejoinder condemns reasoning aa 
uch, ‘contiedition also. becomes “impomsibe, “and 
‘therfore yoo cannot contradic: wha Joy a7 fala 
out contradia? (You. have i iven 
reswa for denying the ality of ranang ere 


fp contradicting youre 
Not Refonder » Depiton il twa 
fmplttion com ly a 
(erekapattivace) Say oonduxen. and a0 


NS. Yi. 31. ‘every argument is expooed 40 





ee] Sephiatioat refutations 





certhépettib) joalty 
3b inconclusive (ssaikinttho). In ‘the sein. 
Ment that solid bodies fall it in eurely not implied 
that water, which is not solid but fimid, does not fallt 


No, 18 Bejoieder ‘Oce quality ix found cons. 
by Nonedifier- ‘mon to sound snd sock 

ene ( % pola, aod oo the 
me)NS.Vi.98. of i you infer thet sound is 
aes from these 
things in being non-eternal, E 

‘Very. wall expose youteel! to the 





ialetionl everything it noo-diferent 
‘rom averyching. eae’ bacacse the one quallty af 
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a secon cent Ye valid fomudahergpat oe betar nb 
8). And von may not take part oot for 
$0 eammp: fora. whch yi bord eae 


i saaie ermiatintone ater 


He 
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And if oar ameiziaing that all 
sierra CAS 
roby tha tound is nan-euernal:” end becomes 


ro 
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Zy Plarahéy om the fact tbat there is expert 
af Gente ape ‘opted 





labdhimma) 
NB. V. 9. 97. 








crprom it_the major, premise 
is not ‘ simply oomvertible', Le. in winch is P, 
But’oot al Pease 1 hin oe ac 
3 rejoinder applies. jyotakars's Tol 
Ex n (it sopetecibadntartt, nd the Wook 
is non-eteranl becanse it is the 
proknted elite, yeseree. 5) 
No, m1 Rejsinder (Chia, rejniner, ia, dinate 
inpercoio- 
of coe secop me thing 











tion of the thing) may be argued ca 
he dove not me "ban-pereept 


AT do not o0e it, go it is not there. 
a B But do you persive your 205-prception of itt 
4 








‘will amount to proving that you see what 
van ‘Bat it fs not quite oo absurd 









im an introductory 
yana interpreta this pi 
the for 
Te cannot be 


obstacles or impediments (Seerpe) which constitute 
‘bou-apprehension (agrahenebirana). For 
(as we Naiydyitas bold) had there been wuch icspedi- 
‘ments they woold have been perceived. But thoy are 
not perooived, and therefore do not exist." And 90 
‘there is no reason to suppose that sound is Dot a, pro- 
duct but existed even before it was * manifested * 


‘To thin argument the Rejonder by Unperceived 
voo-peroeption = supplies un atewer.—"*Tho non- 
perception of these conctaling agencies is itself not 
parcerred, and from ite not being perceived its non- 
‘existence ‘follows and, its non-existence being thun 
‘catablished, your reason for asserting the abeance of 
‘the concealing agencies disappears: and, fram the 
ahoeooe of tbis reason. the contrary conclusicn-—eris- 
‘tenve of obstacles—ia coafirmed. . . . This reason ‘non- 
eroetion of otc renter by an aye nom 

ereeption (samayanupalabiays —pratyaras 
$om-prspton oot oly of he Chin Oto of he 
wonperception. And this is called anupelal 
0. 








Reply toNo. 21 “Toe reasoning is invalid, 
RS. -V. 1. 90, because nou-peroeplion is no more 
‘then absence of pereeption."" Anw- 

eonupalabeh- 








oh hn tt be | 
momen end, a8 
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‘By failing what does not exist, 
Sri eokerera eerie ate: 
oi ition * this exists” 
5 of, Prue aise male ron 
eo of at pertepin, Nod the ea 
ton its, net being pescred, dow tot xi 








‘hot 
to absence of the sreeption which would convey the 
the oie: ‘ohject of "the  peroeption 
seal of fhe aco perepin the je pro 

To ‘conveyed. to vn, in 
hae re no ‘which wold cease non 

marion of sound". So our ton-pereeption it 
act) entablished by the very fact that we do 10% 
it (the non-percsption),—in other words the 
Ubeonce of perception is the proper object of the non- 
Perception of the absence ef pereeptioa I” 

‘The answer amounts to this. Non-perception ir 
absence of perception. Therefore, as ah absence, it 
in he uppypriate objet. (ot of perception, but) of 
son-percoption, I expect 










thet ‘somathtag in m0 
Thme jain face ‘net an ebvence of coneclourte— 

itis: quite. sort af conscious- 
ness from the conscioumese that the thing 4 there, 


Perception of abuence not sbsenes of perception 363 





Tin sidering, stim, comps She scion ty 
jing thet conciousness of ot perosiving is 

fier all something more than mere absence of pereaive 

ing — 

NS.ViSL | “Cand farther the reason 





roxption of obstacles, 
af perception in title “(easamtvedya), abd 
.ve no peresption of obstacles to sound,” 

"er i ind The ceed naar ht 

are yerce 4 conti vat 

mshi 7 tropa athe Se 

ono pencolee Gio cemeriad nom-perreion cannot 
here (because we ate conscious of it). 
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‘The interesting thing in this diseusion is the 
ncosunt of eelfrwarences indicated in attra 81 and 
in the Bhasye thereon, The Bavddhs view was that 
‘8 state of tind is aware of iteef (eeosomoadomtye). 
‘The Mimdrheaka beld that the eovi has awareneer 
(eomeit) of its own states, but not ne objecte: the 
awareness not being paralle! to knowledge, since in 
knowledge we are cognising objocte (prameya), while 
in this "awarenees” wo ate aware of the wlatee of 
commana wk. ae mee (emodtaein 
samnedya'), Tho classical Naiplyita view dinagroen 
with the Bauddha, who holds thet it is the sate of 
snind that is ware of tee; and agrees with the 
‘Mimashaaka who mosintaine that tho woul or aelf iv the 
Bowe, at ies fon de aanaoals Sew 

* inner * (mivosopratyatya) comi- 

es ee 

), having for of the 100, 

ving for eanse-organ manar. Lous? perception 

We thus atly 000 Kind ef soweptoeption, Grog as 

At does from indrigtrthavaxiniharpa, contact of sense 
organ and object 


In the present passage cally Naiyayiba 
tow of sal sonacipomnens fs ignored, and the po: 
logy in suggestive rather of the Boxddka or the A 

aks view.—So fur ax the eGiro iteelt is concerned 
the niyo be expec fr tha sir noise 
serts that mance is 5a ‘or organ of inner per- 
eeption, but on the contrary explicitly denies thia in at 




















‘but that it is not 
reaped by 1 seme nga Ais te oboe of 
mange agrihy’ manooiaystest). This ix plain 
chong : and there ate wany citer passages in which 
tbe uses the ‘of aumertli and eoiteedana! 


ie cot pest ddegt aol 
though the germ of it is to be found in 
weion into which in one paauoge’ Vileybyans 
Atiows hitael? co bo forced by the apparent logie of 
facta, hat the meter aera i right mt lasing mana 
Be ueiS eh? "Backer na ee 
int 9a y 
fr ont the Sooo of tls admin, wits Son 
that the Inter Naiytyiéa school allowed iteel? obs 
harapered with the unfortunate ‘ fotaroal sane * 
EM proper fatction ofthe nga of sietin fe of 
in its proper function attention is 
tal procomen, caitlin ory ober form of ppreben- 
‘proceasen, aa it is in form of spprebon- 
iam: ead the Nossythe mail « valuable woptibtion 
‘to poychology ip his insistence om this, Ti waa very 
‘unfortunate thet the schoel should have allowed iteal? 
ta confuse ite doctrine of manae by assigning it this 
cother function as an * inner-sense GFg6n. 
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No, 24 Rejoinder ‘Sino from likeness com: 
by panty of munity of property follows, the 
on-steraality consequence will be tbat all things 
onitvasama). (asd tot merely sound) 10 20h 
NS. V.i.89. eternal, because all things resens- 

Thin a, ao Vadooualg Pek Mish is ponetee 

‘a, as Uedyotekara points out, merely a special 

Beplctin of andereama, No. 18; wich w &daltical 
levioe for showing that everything can be proved of any- 

thing, that in lech epecife proof exitas 


Reva to No 93 ‘The oppoceat doea not prove 

"W8.¥. i. 88:94 the coutredciry. of tho. defers 

dant’s pontion : because (on hie 

own bowing) reseunblance inva 

Sidsten proof, and his own 

root (in respect of baing the 

norma) five-roembored ay'logiem) resembies the defer 
diant's argument, which is anserted to be invatid ! 

‘Satra 34. Further, because the ‘ roa. 

son ' is 8 quality known in the 

‘example to stand in the relation of a probase to a pro- 

bandum (edd! PrajAstarya dharma 

yo Medutes?), and becavae it is found in both ways 

ebheyothabhivdd), itn not true thas our mide tema 

Is to dishoguinb or is not spacife (aeisesah).”” 

‘There are two things of interest here in connection 

with the logis of tbo early schoo). (1) A vad het 

ia a siderahets, If a middle term faile to be ‘dis- 

tinctive’, it is avidess. Later om, the conclusion was 

ranghod ‘that the distincticenses of the valid middio 

‘continied in exclusion from pon-P : so thet one of the 














‘Traivtpye doctrine forerhadowes set 


(either Vasubandhe or Didinsge) 
fe valid middle torm the phrase 
‘that which excludes frem noa-P.”” 







ee tae mee, eee cluded ff 
Bb aoting a Das, snot enloted foe 
non-P). Bot wheo s diferentie agp to everything, 
Pox mae te cdr ‘The Gale 
Wn setchte 12) Now Se rfolg’ thin Sata, 
we sche 5 

attack on inference the sitrakars in compelled to ask 
Ahimeelt what constitutes the ‘distinctiveness’ of a hety 
wod I think that im the phrase ubhagetha bhavat 
doce in fact foreshadow the analysis of the * oanc 
of syllogism ' embodied later in the trairgpys. The 
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‘We may therefore claim that this paamgo is the 
‘gee of the later eplogite canons: nod ft may be 





‘hat, he developed as of apg in India al itt 
origin in the sart of attempt to find anawers to wophisti- 
‘cal attacks on reasoning which ia embodied in the 8fth 





al part of the Bret earcest attempt to dist 
tron bad reasoning, and to defend the validity 
of inference. 


‘The consludiag section of the fret ahnite of the 
fifth adbyays of the Nstye Stira (VS. V. i. 9949) 
‘pointe ott." for the instruction of che pupil’ that 
'& merely dialectical rejoinder to 4 thesis is always 
open 0 8 dinletionl rorejoinder of x quoyue, and 
iw again to another tu quogue. Th ‘there are 
four singes it the Salpeky,—thenie, dislecneal rejoin 
det, tw quoque, and reorted tu guogue. Tho fifth 
step consists in'the defendant's pointing oct that the 
‘opponents tx quae (ibe fourth sta Savolen the 

‘admission thet his own dialectical rejoinder (second, 
‘iap) in no betion than the dofendant’s tu guages 
{third step): which amounts to admitting that his 














#3 | if? 
ee | fy 
AEE 
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a lets FE 
Be tig 
2236518 f fa 
i Heal 
URE! 
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‘The viega hetu am 





in left with the opponent, Tt forma an appropriate 

-epoclusion to Gautamsa’s Sophestici Ktenoht. 
‘Vateyayans pointe this moral quite cleacly at the 

‘end of bis comment oo V. i. 48“ When doce the 





ines of ‘there is the same fault 19 the rejomnder 
tuelt", then neither alternative in establiched (und 
then the satpazy occurs). But when the third step is 
00 the lines of the reply given in sutra 88 to the 
Raryosuna jaei.—' if wound were oot a Peal effect but 
‘only 0 teanifestation, volition ooald not be the cause 
of sound: for in casee where the wife 

more manifestation, there are to 
‘the non-peroeption of the tmanifestation before it is 
manifested’—then it is a sidepahets, a demonatra- 
tion, that is given by the defendant in answer to the 
avjoinder of the opponent, and he proces his thesis 
that there is a coming into Being of sound after voli- 
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mporica 4 DNUAT Dx DEBATR 


‘Set debates aj to have been a feature of the 
‘Ancient schools, aad Vasobandhu is rted to have 
‘written tres worke on the principles, tue expedients, 
‘And the method of debate’. The closing section of 
the Nytya Séire ia devoted to an coumeration of the 
Sircuatencen ; 
debate i to be ‘aa defeated : the twenty-two 
ole dint faiey by coder to hang 
Fileh u diopotant shay fairly by considered to 
Taken the count. "The whole covoeption ia of 
course rhetorical or eristical rather than jeal; and 
nome of the * points of defeat " are canventiazal. 
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hus own thesia; and xf he sbifte bis ground for the 
‘conclusion (6). 
Terelawance and B_ If be talks irredovantly, 


be 
ohcurity. or uaeo words which havo no recog’ 





Nigrohasthine ars 


‘200 collecticos of words which convey no meaning 64 & 

whole (8). 

Want of method. ©. If bis spllogiam is not 
stated in the proper order, or hea 

‘not the full complement of premises or adds « euperfin- 

ous reason. (1013). 

Tavtology. D._ It bo is guilty of any 
fm of techy Feet te 
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Wont of understond- B. I be cannot repeat, 
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